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I.         Purpose  and  Need 
1.1  Introduction 

San  Francisco  International  Airport  (SFO  or  the  Airport),  which  served  approximately  39  million 
domestic  and  international  passengers  in  2010,  is  located  13  miles  south  of  downtown  San  Francisco. 
SFO  is  classified  as  a  large-hub  commercial  service  airport  in  the  National  Plan  of  Integrated  Airport 
Systems  (NPIAS).  Hub  classifications  are  based  on  the  number  of  passengers  enplaned  at  the 
Airport,  and  a  "large  hub"  classification  means  that  SFO  accommodates  at  least  1 .0  percent  of  total 
U.S.  enplaned  passengers,  ranking  it  as  one  of  the  nation's  busiest  airports.'  The  Airport  is  owned 
and  operated  by  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  (CCSF),  acting  by  and  through  the  San 
Francisco  Airport  Commission  (the  Commission). 

The  CCSF,  on  behalf  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA),  initiated  the  preparation  of  an 
Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  of  the  relocation  of  the  existing  Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower 
(ATCT  or  the  Tower).  The  CCSF  through  the  Commission  owns  and  maintains  the  existing  ATCT 
building,  which  is  leased  to  the  FAA.  In  compliance  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of 
1969  (NEPA,  42  United  States  Code  [U.S.C.]  4321-4370h),  the  FAA  must  review  the  potential 
environmental  effects  of  a  proposed  project  before  taking  any  action  to  approve  the  proposed  project. 
The  FAA  has  established  a  process  to  ensure  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  NEPA  through  FAA 
Order  1050. IE,  Environmental  Impacts:  Policies  and  Procedures?  FAA  Order  1050.  IE,  paragraph 
401(g)  identifies  the  establishment  or  relocation  of  an  ATCT  as  an  action  that  typically  requires  an 
EA. 

NEPA  requires  federal  agencies  to  prepare  environmental  documentation  that  discloses  to  decision 
makers  and  the  interested  public  a  clear,  accurate  description  of  potential  environmental  effects 
resulting  from  proposed  federal  actions  and  reasonable  alternatives  to  those  actions.  Through  NEPA, 
the  U.S.  Congress  directed  federal  agencies  to  integrate  environmental  factors  in  their  planning  and 
decision-making  processes  and  to  encourage  and  facilitate  public  involvement  in  decisions  that  atTcct 
the  quality  of  the  human  environment.  Federal  agencies  are  required  to  consider  the  environmental 
effects  of  a  proposed  action,  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action,  and  a  no  action  alternative  (assessing 
the  potential  environmental  effects  of  not  undertaking  the  proposed  action). 

The  CCSF  is  preparing  this  EA  on  behalf  of  the  FAA  in  compliance  with  FAA  Order  1050.  IE  to 
evaluate  the  potential  environmental  impacts  of  relocating  the  ATCT  at  SFO,  which  is  the  "Proposed 
Action"  evaluated  in  this  EA.  Relocation  of  the  ATCT  would  not  affect  (increase  or  decrease)  the 
number  of  aircraft  operations  accommodated  at  SFO  or  the  routing  of  aircraft  in  the  air  or  on  the 
ground  at  the  Airport.  Implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  at  SFO  would  result  in  the  FAA  being 
able  to  continue  to  carry  out  its  statutory  mission  to  ensure  that  the  safe  operation  of  the  airport  and 
airway  system  is  the  highest  aviation  priority.^ 

The  purpose  of  and  need  for  the  Proposed  Action  are  described  in  this  chapter,  along  with 
background  information  and  a  description  of  the  Proposed  Action. 


U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Report  to  Congress:  National  Plan  of 

Integrated  Airport  Systems  (NPIAS).  2011-2015.  September  27.  2010. 
^     U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Order  lO.'^O.      Environmental  Impacts: 

Policies  and  Procedures,  June  8,  2004,  Change  1,  effective  March  20,  200(i. 
^     Title  49  U.S.  Code  47101(a)(1),  January  3,  2007. 
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1.2  Background 

Airport  traffic  control  towers  are  normally  located  at  airports  with  regularly  scheduled  flights.'^  FAA 
air  traffic  controllers  working  in  ATCTs  manage  aircraft  takeoffs  and  landings  to  and  from  an  airport 
as  well  as  the  ground  movement  of  aircraft  on  an  airfield.  ATCT  air  traffic  controllers  are 
responsible  for  expediting  the  flow  of  aircraft  traffic  both  in  the  air  and  on  the  ground  and  for 
maintaining  safe  separations  between  aircraft  as  well  as  between  aircraft  and  other  obstacles  to 
prevent  collisions.  To  facilitate  the  management  of  the  safe  operation  of  aircraft,  ATCTs  are 
designed  to  provide  air  traffic  controllers  with  a  vantage  point  from  which  they  have  an  unobstructed 
view  of  aircraft  on  the  ground  within  the  areas  under  air  traffic  control  (referred  to  as  "movement 
areas")  and  in  the  air  in  the  vicinity  of  the  airport.  It  is  critical  that  air  traffic  controllers  have 
unobstructed  sight  lines  to  all  areas  of  the  airport's  runways  and  taxiways. 

ATCT  facilities  typically  include  (1)  a  base  building  that  provides  an  elevator  lobby/stair  vestibule  to 
access  the  tower  cab  and  administrative  offices;  (2)  a  tower  shaft,  the  primary  functional  purpose  of 
which  is  to  accommodate  elevator  shafts,  stairwells,  and  electrical/mechanical/plumbing 
conveyances;  and  (3)  a  tower  cab  positioned  at  an  appropriate  height  to  provide  air  traffic  controllers 
with  unobstructed  views  of  the  movement  areas  on  the  airfield  and  the  surrounding  airspace.  Design 
considerations,  such  as  the  height  of  the  tower  cab  and  the  number  of  air  traffic  controller  positions 
to  be  accommodated  in  the  tower  cab,  are  based  on  the  level  of  aircraft  activity  to  be  managed  at  the 
airport,  airport  size  (area),  and  the  airfield  and  airspace  configuration.^  FAA  Order  6480.4A,  Airport 
Traffic  Control  Tower  Siting  Process,^  defines  the  methods  to  be  used  to  site  an  ATCT  based  on 
balancing  the  considerations  of  an  optimum  tower  height  with  location. 

The  existing  Tower  at  SFO  is  195  feet  tall  and  the  tower  cab  has  approximately  525  square  feet  of 
work  area  for  air  traffic  controllers.  The  base  building.  Tower  shaft,  and  Tower  cab  of  the  SFO 
ATCT  are  structurally  integrated  with  Terminal  2.  The  existing  ATCT  facilities  accommodate  office 
space  previously  used  by  Airport  staff;  FAA  office  space;  weather  tracking  and  monitoring 
equipment;  heating,  ventilation,  and  air  condition  (HVAC)  equipment;  electrical  conduits  and 
equipment;  and  the  tower  cab. 

As  described  above,  the  purpose  of  an  ATCT  is  to  provide  air  traffic  controllers  with  a  vantage  point 
from  which  they  have  an  unobstructed  view  of  aircraft  on  the  ground  within  the  movement  areas  of 
the  airfield  and  in  the  air  in  the  vicinity  of  the  airport  to  maintain  safe  separation  of  aircraft.  The 
functional  needs  of  ATCT  facilities  (such  as  size  and  location)  are  based  on  the  physical  layout  of  an 
airport  and  the  number  of  aircraft  that  air  traffic  controllers  must  manage  at  a  given  airport.  In  other 
words,  the  ATCT  does  not  affect  the  level  of  aircraft  activity  at  an  airport,  but  the  level  of  aircraft 
activity  dictates  the  size  and  location  needs  for  ATCT  facilities.  In  2010,  the  air  traffic  controllers 
working  in  the  SFO  ATCT  managed  approximately  387,250  operations  and  are  forecast  to  manage 
424,640  operations  by  2018.''  The  number  of  air  traffic  controller  positions  needed  to  manage  this 
forecast  level  of  activity  at  SFO  is  the  same  as  the  existing  number  of  positions.  Historical  and 
forecast  operations  between  2008  and  2018  are  presented  in  Table  I-l. 


A  regularly  scheduled  flight,  or  an  operation,  refers  to  an  aircraft  landing  or  an  aircraft  takeoff 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Air  Traffic  Organization,  Terminal 

Facilities  Standard  Designs  A/E  Project  Manual,  July  27,  2009,  pp.  94  and  95. 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Order  6480.4A,  Airport  Traffic  Control 
Tower  Siting  Process,  April  10,  2006. 

Jacobs  Consultancy,  Technical  Memorandum,  Aviation  Demand  Forecasts,  San  Francisco  International 
Airport,  February  2010. 
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Table  1-1  

Historical  and  Forecast  Operations,  2008-2018 


Year 


Historical 
2008 
2010 

Forecast 
2013 
2018 


Air  Carrier 

284,350 
288,475 

294,240 
320,340 


Itinerant  Operations 


Air  Taxi  and 
Commuter 


85,470 
83,493 

85,800 
88,100 


General 
Aviation 


15,453 
12,570 

12,500 
13,000 


Military 


2,697 
2,710 

3,000 
3,000 


Local 
Operations ' 


134 


200 
200 


Total 
Operations 

388,104 
387,248 

395,740 
424,640 


Notes 
1/ 


Itinerant  operations  refer  to  those  operations  by  aircraft  that  take  off  from  one  airport  and  land  at  another 
airport. 

Local  operations  refer  to  those  operations  by  aircraft  that  take  off  from  and  land  at  the  same  airport,  such  as 
for  pilot  training  exercises.  Local  operations  are  not  reported  separately  in  data  collected  by  Airport  staff. 

Jacobs  Consultancy,  Technical  Memorandum,  Aviation  Demand  Forecasts,  San  Francisco  Inteinational  Airport,  February  201 0,  as 
approved  by  the  FAA:  Fernando  Yanez,  Airport  Planner,  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  in  letter  to  Mr.  James  llnicki.  Interim 
Planning  Director,  San  Francisco  International  Airport,  "FAA  Approval  of  Aviation  Activity  Forecast:  San  Francisco  International 
Airport,"  March  1 1,  2010  (2008  historical  operations  and  forecast  operations);  and  San  Francisco  International  Airport,  Airport  Traffic 
Control  Tower  counts,  January  201 1  (2010  historical  operations). 
Prepared  by:      Ricondo  &  Associates,  Inc.,  January  201 1. 
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Sources: 


Terminal  2  was  constructed  in  1954  and  included  an  ATCT,  also  constructed  in  the  1950s,  on  Level  8 
of  the  terminal.  In  1981,  Terminal  2  was  renovated  and  converted  to  an  international  temiinal. 
During  the  renovation,  space  was  reserved  for  construction  of  a  new  ATCT.  Following  the  major 
terminal  renovation,  a  new  ATCT  was  constructed.  The  renovated  Terminal  2  and  new  Tower  were 
constructed  around  the  original  1950s  Tower,  integrating  the  old  Tower  into  the  updated  facilities. 
The  1950s  Tower  is  currently  accessed  from  Level  6  and  is  used  as  a  ramp  tower  by  United  Airlines 
staff  to  manage  the  ground  flow  of  aircraft  in  one  of  the  aircraft  gate  areas,  an  area  not  controlled  by 
FAA  air  traffic  controllers. 

The  existing  ATCT  was  commissioned  over  25  years  ago,  in  1984,  surpassing  the  20-ycar  design  life 
for  which  such  structures  are  typically  designed.  In  2000,  a  new  international  terminal  opened  at 
SFO  and  Terminal  2  was  closed  for  renovations;  however,  the  Tower  remains  operational. 
Renovation  of  Terminal  2  to  convert  it  from  an  international  aircraft  terminal  to  a  domestic  terminal 
began  in  May  2008,  and  was  completed  in  April  201 1.  The  Terminal  2  renovation  project  recei\  cd  a 
Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact  (FONSI)  and  Record  of  Decision  (ROD)  from  the  FAA  as  part  of 
the  Master  Plan  Improvements  EA  on  November  5,  1998. 

In  2005,  while  the  CCSF  was  preparing  to  initiate  the  Terminal  2  renovation  project,  a  seismic 
evaluation  was  conducted  of  the  entire  Terminal  2  building  and  the  ATCT  facilities,  w  hich  arc 
structurally  integrated.  The  evaluation  led  to  the  determination  that  cxtcnsi\c  upgrades  to  the 
building  and  ATCT  facilities  were  required  to  meet  cuiTcnt  seismic,  building,  and  fire  code 
standards.  The  results  of  the  seismic  evaluation  indicated  that  the  ATCT  facilities  would  most  likely 
suffer  serious  and  widespread  damage  during  a  major  earthquake  on  the  nearby  San  Andreas  Fault. 
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This  seismic  damage  may  render  the  ATCT  inoperable  and  potentially  unsuitable  for  occupation.  It 
was  further  determined  in  the  seismic  evaluation  that,  although  it  would  be  possible  to  seismically 
upgrade  the  terminal  building  during  the  renovation  project,  no  viable  seismic  retrofit  options  were 
available  for  the  ATCT  facilities.  Any  significant  upgrades  to  the  Tower  would  be  cost  prohibitive 
and  functionally  impractical  because  the  ATCT  could  not  be  strengthened  while  fially  operational.^ 
In  2008,  the  FAA  determined  that  changes  to  the  Terminal  2  renovation  program  involving  seismic 
upgrades  (excluding  the  ATCT)  and  additional  concessions  area,  office  space,  and  other  amenities  in 
the  connecting  corridor  between  Terminals  1  and  2  were  categorically  excluded  from  review  under 
NEPA,  as  specified  in  FAA  Order  1050.1E.'° 

The  FAA,  in  cooperation  with  the  CCSF,  completed,  in  October  2008,  an  evaluation  of  a  number  of 
potential  relocation  sites  for  the  ATCT  and  recommended  a  site  in  the  courtyard  between  Terminals  1 
and  2  (referred  to  as  Courtyard  2)  as  the  optimal  site  for  a  relocated  ATCT  within  the  Airport's 
terminal  complex.  The  evaluation  of  alternative  relocation  sites  and  selection  of  the  optimal  site  are 
discussed  in  detail  in  Section  2.2.3  of  this  EA.  The  general  project  location  is  shown  on  Exhibit  I-l, 
and  a  view  of  the  terminal  complex  presented  on  Exhibit  1-2  illustrates  the  existing  and  proposed 
sites  for  the  ATCT. 

1 .3        Need  for  and  Purpose  of  the  Proposed  Action 

Pursuant  to  NEPA  and  FAA  Order  1050. IE,  an  EA  must  include  a  description  of  the  purpose  of  a 
proposed  action  and  why  it  is  needed.  Identification  of  the  purpose  and  need  for  a  proposed  action 
provides  the  rationale  and  forms  the  foundation  for  identification  of  reasonable  alternatives  that  can 
meet  the  purpose  for  the  action  and,  therefore,  address  the  need  or  problem.  The  need  for  the 
proposed  action  and  the  purpose  of  the  proposed  action  that  addresses  the  need  are  discussed  in  this 
section. 

1 .3.1       Need  for  the  Proposed  Action 

The  ATCT  facilities  at  SFO  were  commissioned  in  1984  and  have  exceeded  the  20-year  design  life 
for  which  such  structures  are  typically  designed.  The  facilities  are  at  the  end  of  their  useful  lives  and 
space  to  accommodate  additional  equipment  is  not  available. 


Sunil  Gupta,  PhD,  SE,  President,  OLMM  Consulting  Engineers,  letter  to  Clonia  Cautis,  Gensler,  "Feasibility  of 
Seismic  Strengthening  of  the  Control  Tower,  San  Francisco  International  Airport,"  August  28,  2006  (as 
appended  to  Lorig  A.  Wyllie,  Jr.,  Senior  Principal,  Degenkolb,  letter  to  Ray  Quesada,  Project  Manager, 
Planning,  Design,  and  Construction,  San  Francisco  International  Airport,  "Structural  Peer  Review,  Renovation 
of  Terminal  2,  San  Francisco  International  Airport,"  October  24,  2006). 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Los  Angeles  Terminal  Engineering 
Center,  San  Francisco  International  Airport,  San  Francisco,  California,  Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower  Site 
Survey  FINAL  Report,  October  2008. 

Camille  Garibaldi,  Environmental  Protection  Specialist,  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  letter  to  Danielle 
Rinsler,  Planning  Director,  San  Francisco  International  Airport,  "Proposed  Terminal  2/Boarding  Area  D 
Renovation  Project,"  March  21,  2008. 
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A  2002  facility  assessment  conducted  by  the  FAA  at  SFO  to  determine  the  scope  and  costs  of 
projects  required  to  support  future  equipment  installations,  seismic  upgrades,  and  modernization  of 
equipment  identified  several  deficiencies  in  compliance  with  current  codes  and  standards.  The 
deficiencies  in  need  of  remediation  include  the  need  to  modernize  the  ATCT  facilities  to  accept 
future  equipment,  internal  seismic  upgrades,  and  some  modernization  of  existing  equipment.  The 
FAA's  2002  seismic  evaluation  of  facilities  was  limited  to  the  interior  spaces  of  the  ATCT  facilities 
(identifying  needs  such  as  anchoring  cabinets  to  avoid  injury  during  a  seismic  event)  because  the 
building  is  owned  and  maintained  by  the  CCSF.  A  structural  evaluation  was  outside  the  scope  of  the 
FAA's  assessment." 

In  2005,  the  conclusions  of  a  seismic  evaluation  of  Terminal  2  and  the  ATCT  facilities  conducted  on 
behalf  of  the  CCSF  identified  that  the  terminal  building  was  deficient  with  respect  to  seismic 
resistance.'^  It  was  determined  that  the  terminal  building  and  the  ATCT  facilities  would  require 
extensive  seismic  upgrades  to  meet  current  local  seismic,  building,  and  fire  code  standards,  and  that 
damage  from  a  major  earthquake  could  be  so  extensive  that  these  facilities  may  be  damaged  beyond 
repair,  which  would  render  the  ATCT  facilities,  which  are  essential  to  the  operation  of  the  Airport, 
inoperable.'^  In  2010,  the  CCSF  relocated  its  personnel  because  of  the  Terminal  2  renovation 
project;  however,  the  FAA  continues  to  manage  air  traffic  control  operations  from  the  existing  ATCT 
facilities. 

A  major  earthquake  could  render  the  ATCT  facilities  at  SFO  inoperable,  thus  disrupting  air  traffic 
control  operations  at  the  Airport.  To  ensure  that  air  traffic  control  operations  at  SFO  are  not 
disrupted  by  a  seismic  event,  the  CCSF  and  FAA  have  identified  the  need  to  provide  ATCT  facilities 
that  meet  current  seismic  code  standards.  Furthermore,  the  CCSF  and  FAA  have  identified  the  need 
to  be  able  to  support  future  equipment  installations,  support  modernized  equipment,  and  meet  local 
building  and  fire  code  standards.  Any  modifications  to  the  existing  ATCT  facilities  or  relocation  of 
the  ATCT  facilities  must  meet  FAA  siting  criteria  and  visibility  performance  requirements,  as 
defined  in  FAA  Order  6480.4A. 

1.3.2       Purpose  of  the  Proposed  Action 

To  address  the  needs  identified  in  Section  1.3.1,  the  CCSF  has  identified  the  purpose  of  the  Proposed 
Action  as  defined  (i.e.,  the  solution  to  the  need)  as  the  provision  of  ATCT  facilities  at  SFO  that: 

•  Meet  local  seismic,  building,  and  fire  code  standards; 

•  Meet  FAA  siting  criteria  and  visibility  performance  requirements; 

•  Accommodate  fiiture  equipment  installations;  and 

•  Support  the  modernization  of  ATCT  equipment. 

While  meeting  the  purpose  for  the  relocated  ATCT  facilities,  alternatives  considered  should  also 
maximize  the  safety  of  air  traffic  operations  and  operational  efficiency  and  minimize  disaiption  to 
existing  facilities  and  ongoing  terminal  redevelopment. 


U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  Federal  Aviation  Administration.  Los  Angeles  Terminal  i-ngincering 
Center,  San  Francisco  International  Airport,  San  Francisco.  C'cilijornia,  Airport  Traffic  Control  f'owcr  Site 
Survey  FINAL  Report,  October  2008. 
Ibid 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Planning  Department,  Addendum  to  Environmental  Impact  Report  for 
Courtyard  2  Projects,  July  30,  2010,  p.  2. 
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1.4  Proposed  Action 

The  FAA  ATCT  facilities,  including  the  195-foot-high  Tower  and  the  525-square-foot  Tower  cab, 
currently  located  in  Terminal  2,  would  be  relocated  to  the  proposed  ATCT  site  in  Courtyard  2,  the 
area  between  Terminals  1  and  2.  Specifically,  the  Proposed  Action  includes: 

•  Relocation  of  the  FAA  ATCT.  The  FAA  ATCT  functions  currently  located  in  ATCT 
facilities  integrated  with  Terminal  2  would  be  relocated  to  a  new  ATCT  that  would  be 
constructed  at  a  site  in  Courtyard  2,  the  area  between  Terminals  1  and  2.  The  relocated 
Tower  would  be  228-feet  high,  and  the  Tower  shaft  would  be  40  feet  in  diameter  and  topped 
by  a  650-square-foot  Tower  cab.  A  three-story  base  building  would  provide  space  for  FAA 
office  and  other  administrative  functions.  At  the  departures  level  (Level  2),  the  ATCT 
structure  would  be  integrated  with  improvements  that  are  part  of  the  Terminal  2  renovation 
program  (i.e.,  concessions,  restrooms,  and  pre-  and  post-security  access  corridors  between 
Terminals  1  and  2).  In  total,  the  FAA  functions  in  the  existing  ATCT  occupy  30,900  square 
feet  of  space  and  would  be  relocated  into  39,600  square  feet  of  space  in  the  Courtyard  2 
location — representing  an  increase  of  8,700  square  feet  for  ATCT  space.  Parking  for  FAA 
staff  is  provided  in  Courtyard  2  and  in  the  Domestic  Terminal  parking  garage.  Parking  for 
FAA  staff  would  be  maintained  in  Courtyard  2  and  additional  spaces  may  be  provided  in  an 
area  that  currently  supports  ground  service  equipment  parking;  some  adjustments  to  the 
security  fencing  in  Courtyard  2  may  be  required. 

Demolition  of  the  Terminal  2  office  space  and  the  FAA  ATCT  facilities  and  associated 
office  and  mechanical  space.  For  seismic  safety  and  linc-of-sight  reasons,  the  CCSF  would 
demolish  the  existing  ATCT  facilities  and  the  Airport  administrative  office  space  located  on 
Levels  4  through  1 1  of  Terminal  2  when  the  relocated  ATCT  is  operational.''' 

A  sectional  view  of  the  proposed  relocated  Tower  is  shown  on  Exhibit  1-3'^.  Floor  plans  of  the 
relocated  ATCT  facilities  (base  building  only)  are  provided  in  Appendix  A.  The  Proposed  Action 
would  provide  adequate  ATCT  facilities  to  accommodate  and  support  currently  forecast  numbers  of 
aircraft  operations. 

1.5  Requested  Federal  Action 

The  federal  actions  being  requested  of  the  FAA  by  the  CCSF  include: 

Unconditional  approval  of  the  Airport  Layout  Plan  (ALP)  for  SFO  depicting  the  proposed 
site  for  relocation  of  the  ATCT  facilities  pursuant  to  49  U.S.C.  40103(b),  44718,  and 
47107(a)(16);  14  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  (CFR)  Part  77,  Objects  Affecting  Navigable 
Airspace;  and  14  CFR  Part  157,  Notice  of  Construction,  Alternation,  Activation,  and 
Deactivation  of  Airports. 


14 


15 


During  demolition  of  the  existing  Tower,  Level  3  would  be  used  for  construction  staging  and  would  serve  as  a 
buffer  between  the  construction  activities  on  the  levels  above  and  the  passenger  terminal  areas  on  the  levels 
below. 

The  design  of  the  proposed  ATCT  has  not  been  completed.  Exhibit  1-3  depicts  a  representational  cross-section 
that  may  change  as  design  progresses. 
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Notes: 

FAA  =  Federal  Aviation  Administration 
12  -  Terminal  2 

Pedestrian  Concourse  and  Passenger  Secure  Corridor  are  components  of  the  Terminal  2  renovation  project. 
Representational  section  view  subject  to  change  as  design  of  the  ATCT  progresses. 

Source:  San  Francisco  International  Airport,  Bureau  of  Design  and  Construction,  May  2010. 

Prepared  by:  Ricondo  &  Associates,  Inc.,  January  2011.  Exhibit  1-3 
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•     Determination  under  49  U.S.C.  44502(b)  that  the  Proposed  Action  is  reasonably  necessary 
for  use  in  air  commerce  or  in  the  interest  of  national  defense. 

Continued  close  coordination  with  the  CCSF  and  appropriate  FAA  program  offices,  as 
required,  to  ensure  safety  during  construction  pursuant  to  14  CFR  Part  139,  Certification  of 
Airports,  under  49  U.S.C.  44706. 

1 .6        Timeframe  of  the  Proposed  Action 

The  CCSF  anticipates  construction  of  the  relocated  ATCT  facilities  to  begin  in  September  2012  and 
to  be  completed  in  May  2014.  From  May  2014  through  July  2015,  the  FAA  would  install  systems, 
bring  the  systems  online,  and  demonstrate  operational  readiness.  The  CCSF  anticipates  that  the 
ATCT  facility  would  be  operational  on  July  31,  2015. 

Demolition  of  the  existing  Tower  and  FAA-leased  space  (Levels  7  through  1 1 )  would  commence 
when  the  relocated  Tower  becomes  operational  and  would  be  completed  by  November  2015. 
Demolition  of  the  Airport  and  FAA-leased  administrative  office  space  (Levels  4  through  6)  and 
reconstruction  of  the  Terminal  2  roof  would  be  completed  by  the  end  of  2016. 
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II.  Alternatives 

FAA  Order  1050. IE  sets  forth  FAA  policies  and  procedures  to  be  followed  in  assessing  the 
environmental  impacts  of  aviation-related  projects  in  compliance  with  NEPA  and  the  implementing 
regulations  issued  by  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  (Title  40  CFR  Parts  1500-1508). 
This  Order  requires  a  thorough  and  objective  assessment  of  the  Proposed  Action,  the  No  Action 
alternative,  and  all  "reasonable"  alternatives  that  would  achieve  the  stated  purpose  and  need  for  the 
Proposed  Action.  The  alternatives  analysis  presented  in  this  chapter  of  the  EA  is  consistent  with  the 
requirements  of  FAA  Order  1050.  IE. 

The  process  followed  to  identify  the  range  of  initial  alternatives  to  be  considered  and  the  screening 
process  used  to  determine  which  alternatives  would  reasonably  satisfy  the  purpose  of  and  need  for 
the  Proposed  Action  are  described  in  this  chapter.  Those  alternatives  that  would  satisfy  the  purpose 
and  need  for  the  Proposed  Action  were  carried  forward  for  analysis  of  environmental  consequences. 
Lists  of  applicable  federal  laws  and  regulations  considered  during  the  analysis  are  provided  at  the  end 
of  this  chapter. 

2.1        Identification  of  Initial  Alternatives 

Two  main  categories  of  alternatives — upgrading  the  existing  ATCT  facilities  and  relocating  the 
ATCT  facilities — were  identified  as  the  range  of  alternatives  potentially  able  to  meet  the  purpose  and 
need  defined  for  the  Proposed  Action,  which  would  provide  ATCT  facilities  that  would  (1)  meet 
local  seismic,  building,  and  fire  code  standards;  (2)  meet  FAA  ATCT  siting  criteria  and  visibility 
performance  requirements;  (3)  accommodate  future  equipment  installations;  and  (4)  support  the 
modernization  of  ATCT  equipment.  Means  of  providing  air  traffic  control  services  that  would  meet 
FAA  guidance  in  some  manner  other  than  from  an  ATCT  were  not  considered  a  viable  aUcmative 
because  air  traffic  controllers  must  have  unobstructed  views  of  the  aircraft  movement  areas  on  the 
airfield;  however,  this  analysis  does  evaluate  the  FAA's  back-up  procedure  for  the  provision  of 
ATCT  services  in  the  event  that  an  ATCT  is  out  of  commission  as  an  alternative. 

Therefore,  the  alternatives  considered  in  this  EA  include: 

•  No  Action.    Under  the  No  Action  alternative,  ATCT  operations  would  continue  to  be 
conducted  from  the  existing  ATCT  facilities  at  Terminal  2. 

Seismic  Strengthening  of  the  Existing  ATCT  Facilities.  An  alternative  to  upgrade  the 
existing  ATCT  facilities  was  identified.  The  FAA  analyzed  the  feasibility  of  seismic 
strengthening  of  the  ATCT  in  August  2006.'  The  conclusion  of  the  analysis  was  that  steel 
bracing  would  be  required  in  the  Tower  and  the  Tower  cab  to  strengthen  the  Tower,  which 
would  cause  significant  disruption  during  construction  and  create  linc-of-sight  obstructions 
for  the  air  traffic  controllers  following  constmction.  Furthermore,  given  the  magnitude  of 
construction  required  to  strengthen  and  rehabilitate  the  existing  Tower  and  the  need  to  test 
the  ATCT  facilities  following  construction,  the  FAA  would  need  to  construct  a  temporary 
Tower  and  relocate  air  traffic  control  operations  to  the  temporary  Tower  for  a  period  of  27  to 
36  months. 

•  Provision  of  ATCT  Services  from  the  Northern  California  TRACON.  In  the  o\  cnt  that 

an  ATCT  is  out  of  commission,  the  back-up  procedure  is  to  pro\  ide  ATC  T  ser\  ices  lioin  llic 
Terminal  Radar  Approach  Control  Center  (TRACON).  Air  trafllc  controllers  at  a  TRAC  ON 


Sunil  Gupta,  PhD,  SE,  President,  OLMM  Consulting  Engineers,  letter  to  C'lonia  Caulis,  Ciensler.  "Fea.sibility  of 
Seismic  Strengthening  of  the  Control  Tower,  San  Francisco  International  Airport."  August  28.  2006. 
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manage  the  airspace  surrounding  the  airspace  under  control  of  the  ATCT  controllers.  The 
TRACON  facility  managing  the  airspace  in  the  San  Francisco  area  is  the  Northern  California 
TRACON  located  in  Mather,  California.  Therefore,  this  alternative  evaluates  the  provision 
of  ATCT  services  from  the  Northern  California  TRACON,  an  off- Airport  location. 

•  Relocation  of  the  ATCT  Facilities.  Relocation  of  the  existing  ATCT  facilities  to  a  new  on- 
Airport  location  was  evaluated  by  the  FAA.  The  results  of  the  evaluation,  which  included 
extensive  participation  by  the  CCSF,  are  documented  in  the  Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower 
Site  Survey  FINAL  Report^  (ATCT  Site  Survey).  The  ATCT  Site  Survey  describes  the 
survey  process,  evaluation  criteria  for  the  proposed  Tower  site,  an  overview  of  all  potential 
sites  considered,  the  evaluation  of  the  primary  site  options,  and  the  final  conclusions  and 
recommendations.  The  ATCT  Site  Survey  was  conducted  to  determine  the  optimum  location 
and  height  for  new  ATCT  facilities  at  SFO  primarily  based  on  FAA  Order  6480. 4A,  Airport 
Traffic  Control  Tower  Siting  Process,^  and  FAA  Order  6480.7D,  Airport  Traffic  Control 
Tower  and  Terminal  Radar  Approach  Control  Facility  Design  Guidelines  f  A  total  of  21 
potential  ATCT  sites  were  identified  by  the  FAA  and  the  CCSF.  The  potential  sites  for 
relocation  of  the  ATCT  facilities  at  SFO  are  summarized  in  Table  II-l  and  shown  on 
Exhibit  II-l. 

2.2        Evaluation  of  Alternatives 

The  ability  of  each  alternative  considered  to  meet  the  stated  purpose  and  need  for  the  Proposed 
Action  is  documented  in  this  section,  along  with  a  conclusion  regarding  whether  or  not  each 
alternative  would  be  retained  for  further  analysis  of  potential  environmental  consequences  in  this  EA. 

2.2.1        No  Action 

The  existing  ATCT  facilities  (without  upgrades)  do  not  meet  local  seismic,  building,  and  fire  code 
standards;  would  not  accommodate  future  FAA  equipment  installations;  and  would  not  support  the 
modernization  of  ATCT  equipment.  The  design  of  the  Tower,  constructed  in  the  early  1980s,  does 
not  meet  current  local  seismic  design  standards.  A  seismic  analysis  indicated  that  the  Tower  has 
major  seismic  deficiencies  and  would  most  likely  sustain  serious,  potentially  irreparable  damage 
during  a  major  earthquake  on  the  nearby  San  Andreas  Fault,^  which  has  a  very  high  probability  of 
producing  a  major  earthquake  based  on  a  2003  study  by  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey.^  Seismic 
damage  could  render  the  ATCT  facilities,  which  are  essential  to  the  operation  of  the  Airport, 
inoperable  and  potentially  unsuitable  to  be  occupied.^  If  this  were  to  occur,  aircraft  operations  would 
be  severely  curtailed,  if  not  completely  stopped,  at  the  Airport. 


U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Los  Angeles  Terminal  Engineering 
Center,  San  Francisco  International  Airport,  San  Francisco,  California,  Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower  Site 
Study,  FINAL  Report,  October  2008. 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Order  6480. 4A,  Airport  Traffic  Control 
Tower  Siting  Process,  April  10,  2006. 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  Federal  Aviation  Administration  Order,  6480. 7D,  Airport  Traffic  Control 
Tower  and  Terminal  Radar  Approach  Control  Facility  Design  Guidelines,  August  11,  2004  (subsequently 
updated  by  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Order  JO  6480. 7E,  Airport 
Traffic  Control  Tower  (ATCT)  and  Terminal  Radar  Approach  Control  (TRACON)  Design  Policy,  January  14, 
2009). 

Sunil  Gupta,  PhD,  SE,  President,  OLMM  Consulting  Engineers,  letter  to  Clonia  Cautis,  Gensler,  "Feasibility  of 

Seismic  Strengthening  of  the  Control  Tower,  San  Francisco  International  Airport,"  August  28,  2006. 
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Table  11-1  

Potential  Locations  for  Relocating  Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower  Facilities 
Controller 


Site  7 

Site  8 
Site  9 

Site  10 

Site  10A 

Site  11 
Site  12 
Site  13 
Site  13A 
Site  14 
Site  15 


Eye  Height 
(feet  above 

IVIOL  ) 

Site  1 

3Qfi 

Mnrthprn  nnrtion  of  thp  Airnnrt 

Site  2 

293 

Northern  portion  of  the  Airport 

Site  3 

21 

Terminal  complex 

Site  3A 

184 

Terminal  complex  (site  identified  to  mitigate  the  visual  obstructions 
identified  at  Site  3) 

Site  4 

_  3/ 

Terminal  complex 

Site  4A 

218 

Terminal  complex  (site  identified  to  mitigate  the  visual  obstructions 
identified  at  Site  4) 

Site  5 

_2/ 

Terminal  complex 

Site  6 

_2I 

Terminal  complex 

Site  6A 

_  21 

Terminal  complex  (site  identified  to  mitigate  the  visual  obstructions 
identified  at  Site  6) 

Site  6B 

284 

Terminal  complex  (site  identified  to  mitigate  the  visual  obstructions 

393' 
375' 
412 

>400 

397 


485 

_  3/ 

220 
216 

_  3/ 

207 


identified  at  Site  6A) 
Terminal  complex 
Terminal  complex 

Southwestern  portion  of  the  Airport,  along  the  terminal  entrance 
roadways 

Southwestern  portion  of  the  Airport,  along  the  terminal  entrance 
roadways 

Southwestern  portion  of  the  Airport,  in  a  parking  area  along  the  terminal 
entrance  roadways  (site  has  better  access  to  public  transportation  than 
Site  10) 

Western  portion  of  the  Airport 
Terminal  complex 

Terminal  complex,  to  be  integrated  with  the  redeveloped  Terminal  2 
Terminal  complex  (site  identified  as  an  alternative  to  Site  4A) 
Terminal  complex,  center  of  the  parking  garage 
Terminal  complex 


Notes: 
MSL  = 

1/ 

21 
3/ 


Mean  sea  level 
Not  defined 

Controller  eye  height  is  estimated  as  5  feet  above  the  Tower  cab  floor,  and  is  identified  as  the  niininium 
point  from  which  a  controller  could  view  all  aircraft  approaches  and  aircraft  ground  movements  from  that 
potential  Tower  site. 

Visual  obstructions  from  this  site  were  unabie  to  be  mitigated,  so  air  traffic  controller  eye  height  was  not 
established  or  the  identified  controller  eye  height  failed  visibility  tests. 
Controller  eye  height  was  not  established  for  this  location. 


Source:     U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  I'cdcral  Aviation  Adniini.stralion.  Los  Angeles  rerninial  l:nginecring  C'cnier.  Son  l-'niiuiSiO 

International  Airport,  San  Francisco.  Cali/ornia,  Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower  Site  Sludy;  FINAL  Report.  OclotKr  2008. 
Prepared  by:      Ricondo  &  Associates,  Inc.,  January  201 1 . 
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The  No  Action  alternative  would  not  meet  the  purpose  and  need  for  ensuring  that  ATCT  operations 
would  not  be  disrupted  by  a  seismic  event  or  for  allowing  the  FAA  to  install  new  equipment  and 
modernize  the  facilities.  Although  the  No  Action  alternative  does  not  meet  the  stated  purpose  and 
need  for  the  Proposed  Action,  Title  40  CFR  1502.14(d)  requires  evaluation  of  the  No  Action 
alternative  compared  to  the  Proposed  Action  as  a  basis  for  determining  the  extent  of  potential 
impacts.  Thus,  the  No  Action  alternative  was  retained  for  further  analysis  in  this  EA. 

2.2.2  Seismic  Strengthening  of  the  Existing  ATCT  Facilities 

The  viability  of  strengthening  the  existing  ATCT  facilities  to  meet  seismic  design  standards  was 
evaluated.  Major  strengthening  of  the  Tower  would  be  required  to  meet  current  local  seismic  design 
requirements.  Strategies  to  improve  the  Tower's  seismic  performance  would  also  require 
strengthening  the  Terminal  2  structure  (because  the  ATCT  is  integrated  with  Terminal  2),  which 
would  affect  the  construction  cost  and  duration  of  any  improvements.  Seismic  strengthening  of  the 
Tower  would  require  the  addition  of  steel  bracing  in  the  Tower  cab,  which  would  obstruct  air  traffic 
controller  views  of  the  surrounding  area.  Seismic  strengthening  would  also  require  extensive 
structural  work  in  the  Tower  and  in  Terminal  2,  involving  the  demolition  and  reconstruction  of 
exterior  and  interior  finishes  to  add  bracing  and  improve  structural  support. 

Construction  of  these  improvements  is  estimated  to  require  between  1 8  and  24  months,  following  an 
additional  9  to  12  months  for  testing  of  the  ATCT  facilities  before  they  become  operational.  The 
FAA  would  have  to  build  a  temporary  Tower  before  construction  could  begin  and  then  relocate  air 
traffic  control  functions  to  the  temporary  Tower  during  the  27  to  36  month  construction  and  testing 
period.^  Preliminary  costs  associated  with  the  seismic  retrofit  construction  and  associated  relocation 
of  ATCT  functions  to  a  temporary  facility  were  estimated  at  $40  million.^ 

Although  renovation  associated  with  seismic  strengthening  of  the  existing  ATCT  facilities  could 
include  upgrades  to  the  facilities  to  meet  local  building  and  fire  code  standards,  this  altcrnatix  c  would 
not  achieve  the  purpose  and  need  to  provide  a  facility  that  could  accommodate  future  FAA 
equipment  installations  or  support  the  modernization  of  ATCT  equipment.  Additionally, 
improvements  to  the  ATCT  needed  to  meet  seismic  design  requirements  would  include  steel  bracing 
in  the  Tower  cab,  which  would  create  line-of-sight  obstructions  for  air  traffic  controllers,  and  would 
not  meet  FAA  visibility  performance  requirements.  Therefore,  this  alternative  would  not  meet  the 
purpose  and  need  for  the  Proposed  Action  and  was,  therefore,  not  retained  for  further  analysis  in  this 
EA. 

2.2.3  Provision  of  ATCT  Services  from  the  Northern  California  TRACON 

The  provision  of  ATCT  services  at  SFO  from  the  Northern  California  TRACON  facility  in  NUkIkt, 
Cahfomia,  was  evaluated.  Given  the  need  to  meet  FAA  visibility  performance  requirements,  w  Inch 
includes  the  need  for  controllers  to  have  an  unobstructed  view  of  aircraft  on  the  ground  within  the 
movement  areas  at  SFO,  controllers  located  in  Mather,  over  1 15  miles  from  SFO,  would  not  have  an 
unobstructed  view  of  the  SFO  movement  areas.  While  the  TRACON  controllers  could  manaiic 
operations  of  airborne  aircraft  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  SFO  as  a  backup  if  the  .A  TC  T  equipment 
at  SFO  is  not  fiinctional,  they  would  not  be  able  to  manage  aircraft  movements  on  the  ground  without 


The  original  1954  ATCT  could  not  be  used  as  a  temporary  ATCT  because  it  is  not  big  enough  to  accoininodale 
the  necessary  air  traffic  control  positions  and  it  lost  more  than  half  of  its  360  degree  view  with  construction  of 
the  1984  Tower;  thus,  it  does  not  have  unobstructed  views  of  all  aircraft  movement  areas  on  ihe  airfield. 
Sunil  Gupta,  PhD,  SE,  President,  OLMM  Consulting  Engineers,  letter  to  Clonia  Caulis.  Cienslcr.  '■Feasibility  of 
Seismic  Strengthening  of  the  Control  Tower,  San  Francisco  International  Airport."  August  28.  2006. 
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visual  contact.  Therefore,  this  ahemative  would  not  meet  the  purpose  and  need  for  the  Proposed 
Action  and  was,  therefore,  not  retained  for  further  analysis  in  this  EA. 

2.2.4       Relocation  of  the  ATCT  Facilities 

As  noted  in  Section  2.1,  the  FAA  and  the  CCSF  undertook  an  ATCT  Site  Survey,  in  which  21 
potential  sites  for  a  new  Tower  were  identified  and  evaluated  (see  Table  II- 1).  The  evaluation  of  the 
potential  relocation  sites  is  summarized  in  this  section  and  was  guided  by  criteria  defined  by  the  FAA 
to  conduct  an  ATCT  siting  process,  as  documented  in  FAA  Order  6480.4A.'°  The  evaluation  process 
included  the  following  steps: 

Initial  Screening.  A  preliminary  assessment  was  conducted  to  evaluate  each  site  based  on 
three  criteria  (a  preliminary  assessment  of  visual  obstructions,  operational  issues,  and 
constructibility); 

Secondary  Screening.  A  more  detailed  evaluation  of  sites  identified  as  preliminarily  viable 
(those  carried  forward  from  the  initial  screening  assessment)  was  conducted,  with  evaluation 
criteria  based  on  an  FAA  analysis  of  the  safety  of  air  traffic  operations  and  SFO 
constructibility  considerations;  and 

•  Estimated  Preliminary  Construction  Costs.  Preliminary  construction  costs  were  estimated 
for  the  alternative  sites  that  were  carried  forward  from  the  secondary  screening  assessment. 

Each  of  the  potential  alternatives  sites  is  located  within  the  already  developed  terminal  complex  at 
the  Airport,  so  environmental  impacts  were  not  presumed  to  be  a  differentiator  among  relocation 
sites.  Therefore,  the  screening  of  potential  sites  for  the  relocated  Tower  based  on  environmental 
factors  was  not  included  in  this  evaluation. 

Each  step  in  the  alternatives  evaluation  process  is  summarized  below,  followed  by  a  summary  of  the 
selection  of  the  preferred  site. 

2.2.4.1       Initial  Screening:  Preliminary  Assessment  of  Relocation  Sites 

A  preliminary  assessment  of  each  potential  ATCT  relocation  site  was  conducted  to  identify  those 
sites  considered  to  be  viable.  The  criteria  used  to  evaluate  the  viability  of  each  site  included: 

Visual  Obstructions.  Preliminary  identification  of  obstructions  from  the  potential  relocation 
sites  to  the  aircraft  movement  areas,  including  obstructions  such  as  those  presented  by 
existing  and  plarmed  facilities,  including  the  existing  ATCT. 

Operational  Issues.  Consideration  of  ATCT  orientation  to  avoid  glare  from  the  sun, 
potential  interference  with  aircraft  departure  or  approach  procedures,  visibility  of  aircraft 
movement  areas,  lighting,  and  weather  phenomena  that  impair  visibility. 

•  Constructibility  Issues.  Consideration  of  compatibility  with  existing  facilities  and  ufilities. 
Airport  development  plans,  and  the  cost  for  a  new  Tower  based  on  a  height  considered  to  be 
excessively  tall  (driven  by  the  need  to  provide  adequate  views  of  the  airfield). 

Of  the  preliminary  21  alternatives  sites,  5  sites  were  idenfified  as  potentially  viable:  Sites  3 A,  4A, 
6B,  13,  and  13A.  No  operational  or  constructibility  issues  were  found  at  these  five  sites,  and  it  was 
determined  that  the  minor  visual  obstruction  issues  identified  for  four  of  the  five  sites  could  be 
mitigated.  Therefore,  these  5  sites  were  carried  forward  to  the  secondary  screening  analysis,  while 
the  remaining  16  sites  were  determined  not  to  be  viable  and  were  eliminated  from  further 
consideration.  The  findings  of  this  preliminary  viability  assessment  are  presented  in  Table  II-2. 


U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Order  6480.4A,  Airport  Traffic  Control 
Tower  Siting  Process,  April  10,  2006. 
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Table  II- 

2  (1  of  4) 

Initial  Screening:  Preliminary  Assessment  of  Relocation  Sites 

Site 
Number 

Summary  of  Issues 

Preliminary  Assessment 
of  Site  Viability  ^' 

1 

Visual  Obstructions: 

Not  viable 

•  None 

Operational  Issues: 

•  Weather  related:  Airport  area  is  often  shrouded  in  low  clouds 

•  Concerns  with  controllers'  ability  to  discriminate  among  objects  on 
the  airfield 

•  Potential  conflict  with  aircraft  operations 
Constructibility  Issues: 

•  Excessive  Tower  height 

Site  determined  to  not  be 
viable  because  of  excessive 
Tower  height  and  operational 
issues 

2 

Visual  Obstructions: 

Not  viable 

•  None 

Operational  Issues: 

•  Weather  related:  Airport  area  is  often  shrouded  in  low  clouds 

•  Terminal  building  lights  may  cause  difficulty  viewing  ramp  area 

•  Significant  change  in  controllers'  perspective  of  airfield 

•  Potential  conflict  with  aircraft  operations 
Constructibility  Issues: 

Site  determined  to  not  be 
viable  because  of  operational 
issues 

3 

Visual  Obstructions: 

•  Visual  obstruction  of  aircraft  movement  area 
Operational  Issues: 

•  None 

Constructibility  Issues: 

•  None 

Not  viable 

Attempts  to  mitigate  visual 
obstruction  were  unsuccessful; 
Site  3A  was  identified  to 
mitigate  the  visual  obstruction 
associated  with  Site  3 

3A 

Visual  Obstructions: 

Viable 

•  None 

Operational  Issues: 

•  None 

Constructibility  Issues: 

•  None 

Site  3A  was  carried  forward  for 
detailed  assessment 

4 

Visual  Obstructions: 

•  View  of  airfield  from  existing  ATCT  would  be  obstructed  during 
construction  of  an  ATCT  at  this  site 

Operational  Issues: 

•  None 

Constructibility  Issues: 

•  None 

Not  viable 

one  '♦M  was  luenuiieu  lo 
mitigate  the  visual  obstruction 
associated  with  Site  4 

4A 

Visual  Obstructions: 

•  Existing  ATCT  would  obstruct  view  of  a  portion  of  Taxiway  A  from 
this  site  until  existing  ATCT  is  demolished 

Operational  Issues: 

•  None 

Constructibility  Issues: 

•  None 

Viable 

visual  obstruction  was 
identified;  Site  4A  was  carried 
forward  for  detailed 
assessment 
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Table  II- 

•2  (2  of  4) 

Initial  Screening:  Preliminary  Assessment  of  Relocation  Sites 

Site 
Number 

Summary  of  Issues  ^' 

Preliminary  Assessment 
of  Site  Viability  ^' 

5 

Visual  Obstructions: 

•  Existing  ATCT  would  obstruct  views  from  an  ATCT  at  this  site  to  a 
critical  airfield  movement  area 

Operational  Issues: 

•  Failed  visibility  tests 
Constructibility  Issues: 

•  Site  is  at  the  main  entrance  and  exit  to  the  parking  garage 

Not  viable 

Site  determined  to  not  be 
viable  because  of  visual, 
operational,  and  constructibility 
issues 

6 

Visual  Obstructions: 

•  Visual  obstruction  of  an  aircraft  movement  area 
Operational  Issues: 

•  None 

Constructibility  Issues: 

•  None 

Not  viable 

Sites  6A  and  6B  were  identified 
in  an  attempt  to  mitigate  the 
visual  obstruction  issue 

6A 

Visual  Obstructions: 

•  Visual  obstruction  of  an  aircraft  movement  area 
Operational  Issues: 

•  None 

Constructibility  Issues: 

•  None 

Not  viable 

Site  did  not  eliminate  visual 
obstruction  issue  identified  for 
Site  6  and  was  determined  to 
not  be  viable 

6B 

Visual  Obstructions: 

•  Minor  visual  obstructions 
Operational  Issues: 

•  None 

Constructibility  Issues: 

•  None 

Viable 

Mitigated  visual  obstruction 
identified  for  Site  6  and 
remaining  obstructions 
considered  low  risk;  Site  6B 
was  carried  fonward  for 
detailed  assessment 

7 

Visual  Obstructions: 

•  None 

Operational  Issues: 

•  Would  not  provide  visibility  of  all  aircraft  movement  areas 
Constructibility  Issues: 

•  Excessive  Tower  height 

•  Construction  of  top  of  boarding  area  may  result  in  temporary  loss  of 
some  gates  and  alteration  of  boarding  area  for  structural  support 

•  Complex  ramp  operation  during  construction 

Not  viable 

Site  determined  to  not  be 
viable  because  of  operational 
and  constructibility  issues 

8 

Visual  Obstructions: 

•  None 

Operational  Issues: 

•  Would  not  provide  visibility  of  all  aircraft  movement  areas 
Constructibility  Issues: 

•  Excessive  Tower  height 

•  Construction  of  top  of  boarding  area  may  result  in  temporary  loss  of 
some  gates  and  alteration  of  boarding  area  for  structural  support 

•  Complex  ramp  operation  during  construction 

Not  viable 

Site  determined  to  not  be 
viable  because  of  operational 
and  constructibility  issues 
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Table  II- 

2  (3  of  4) 

Initial  Screening:  Preliminary  Assessment  of  Relocation  Sites 
Site 

Number     Summary  of  Issues  ^' 

Preliminary  Assessment 
of  Site  Viability  ^ 

9 

Visual  Obstructions: 

•  None 

Operational  Issues: 

•  Tower  height  could  penetrate  low  clouds,  which  would  present 
visibility  issues 

•  Sitp  too  distant  from  nmwav'; 
Constructibility  Issues: 

•  Excessive  Tower  height 

Not  viable 

Site  determined  to  not  be 
viable  because  of  operational 
and  constructibility  issues 

10 

Visual  Obstructions: 

•  None 

Operational  Issues: 

•  Tower  height  could  penetrate  low  clouds,  which  would  present 
visibility  issues 

•  Sitp  ton  di'=;tant  from  ninwavs 

"      '  1              u  lo  let  III  iiwiii  luiivvcjyo 

Constructibility  Issues: 

•  Excessive  Tower  height 

Not  viable 

Site  determined  to  not  be 
viable  because  of  operational 
and  constructibility  issues 
Site  10A  was  identified  as  an 
alternative  to  provide  better 
access  to  public  transportation 
from  the  site 

10A 

Visual  Obstructions: 

•  None 

Operational  Issues: 

•  Tower  height  could  penetrate  low  clouds,  which  would  present 
visibility  issues 

•  Site  too  distant  from  runways 
Constructibility  Issues: 

•  Excessive  Tower  height 

Not  viable 

Site  determined  to  not  be 
viable  because  of  operational 
and  constructibility  issues 

11 

Visual  Obstructions:                                                               Not  viable 

•  Site  determined  to  not  be 
Operational  Issues:                                                              viable  because  of  operational 

•  Tower  height  could  penetrate  low  clouds,  which  would  present           and  constructibility  issues 
visibility  issues 

•  Site  too  distant  from  runways 

•  Potential  conflict  with  protected  airspace  areas  required  to  provide 
for  safe  aircraft  operations 

Constructibility  Issues: 

•  Excessive  tower  height 

12 

Visual  Obstructions: 

•  None 

Operational  Issues: 

•  None 

Constructibility  Issues: 

•  Extensive  utilities  under  site 

Not  viable 

Site  determined  to  not  be 
viable  because  of 
constructibility  issues 

Environmental  Assessment 
Alternatives 


11-11 


April  201 1 
DRAFT 


San  Francisco  International  Airport 


Table  11-2  (4  of  4) 


Initial  Screening:  Prelinninary  Assessment  of  Relocation  Sites 


Site 
Number 

13 


Summary  of  Issues 


Visual  Obstructions: 

•  Existing  ATCT  would  obstruct  view  of  a  portion  of  Taxiway  B 
Operational  Issues: 

•  None 

Constructibility  Issues: 

•  None 


Preliminary  Assessment 
of  Site  Viability  ^' 

Viable 

Site  determined  to  be 
potentially  viable  as  visual 
obstruction  issue  can  be 
mitigated  by  demolishing  the 
existing  ATCT  after  the  new 
ATCT  is  operational;  Site  13 
was  carried  forward  for 
detailed  assessment 


13A  Visual  Obstructions: 

•  Existing  ATCT  would  obstruct  view  of  Taxiway  T 
Operational  Issues: 

•  None 

Constructibility  Issues: 

•  None 


Viable 

Site  identified  as  an  alternative 
to  Site  4A,  visual  obstruction 
issue  can  be  mitigated  by 
demolishing  the  existing  ATCT 
after  the  new  ATCT  is 
operational;  Site  13Awas 
carried  forward  for  detailed 
assessment 


14  Visual  Obstructions: 

•  None 

Operational  Issues: 

•  None 

Constructibility  Issues: 

•  Conflict  with  existing  taxicab  staging  area 

•  Conflict  with  existing  utility  corridor 


Not  viable 

Site  determined  to  not  be 
viable  because  of 
constructibility  issues 


15  Visual  Obstructions: 

•  Visual  obstruction  of  an  aircraft  movement  area 
Operational  Issues: 

•  None 

Constructibility  Issues: 

•  None 


Not  viable 

Site  determined  to  not  be 
viable  because  of  visual 
obstruction  issues 


Notes: 

1/         The  viability  of  each  site  was  assessed  based  on  preliminary  visual  obstruction,  operational,  and 
constructibility  issues. 

21         Determination  of  the  viability  of  each  site  is  documented  in  the  ATCT  Site  Survey  (see  source  below). 

Those  sites  determined  to  be  "viable"  were  carried  forward  for  detailed  assessment.  Not  viable  sites  are 
highlighted  in  grey  colored  boxes. 

Source:     U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Los  Angeles  Terminal  Engineering  Center,  San  Francisco 

International  Airport,  San  Francisco,  California,  Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower  Site  Study,  FINAL  Report,  October  2008. 
Prepared  by:      Rieondo  &  Associates,  Inc.,  April  2011 . 
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2.2.4.2      Secondary  Screening:  Detailed  Assessment  of  Viable  Relocation  Sites 

The  five  sites  identified  as  preliminarily  viable  by  the  FAA  were  carried  forward  to  a  secondary 
screening  analysis.  The  FAA  analyzed  the  remaining  sites  with  respect  to  the  safety  of  air  traffic 
operations;  the  results  are  documented  in  the  ATCT  Site  Survey.  Concurrently,  the  CCSF  further 
assessed  the  constructibility  of  each  of  the  five  remaining  sites.  The  results  of  this  secondary 
screening  assessment  are  presented  in  Table  II-3;  the  criteria  considered  in  the  FAA's  analysis  of  the 
safety  of  air  traffic  operations  for  each  site  carried  forward  from  the  initial  screening  analysis  are 
described  below. 

•  Visibility  Performance  Requirements 

-  Unobstructed  View — Controllers  should  have  an  unobstructed  view  of  all  controlled 
movement  areas  of  the  Airport,  including  all  runways  and  any  other  landing  areas, 
taxiways,  and  air  traffic  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Airport.  Existing  structures  as  well  as  the 
existing  ATCT  were  considered. 

-  Object  Discrimination — Controllers  should  have  a  view  of  the  airfield  that  supports 
requirements  for  object  visibility  from  the  Tower  cab,  measured  both  by  the  probability 
of  detecting  and  the  probability  of  recognizing  an  object  on  the  airfield  surface. 

-  Line  of  Sight  Angle  of  Incidence — Controllers  should  have  a  view  of  the  airfield  that 
meets  the  requirements  for  viewing  objects  at  acceptable  angles  on  the  airfield  surface. 

•  Federal  Laws,  Regulations,  Orders,  and  Standards  that  Pertain  to  the  Siting  of  an 
ATCT 

-  U.S.  Standard  for  Terminal  Instrument  Procedures  (TERPS) — The  ATCT  should  be  sited 
such  that  it  does  not  degrade  a  current  or  plarmed  terminal  instrument  procedure.  A 
terminal  instrument  procedure  is  a  predefined  set  of  guidance  instructions  that  define  a 
route  for  a  pilot  to  follow  within  the  airspace  area  supporting  arrivals  and  departures  to 
and  from  an  airport. 

-  Compatibility  with  Navigable  Airspace  and  Airport  Design  Standards — The  ATCT  site 
should  not  interfere  with  operation  of  an  airport,  including  areas  designated  to  support 
safe  aircraft  operations  and  areas  defined  for  future  development  on  the  ALP,  the  scaled 
drawings  of  the  airport  that  depict  existing  and  future  facilities  and  property  necessary  for 
operation  and  development  of  the  airport. ' ' 

-  Communications,  Navigation,  and  Surveillance  Equipment — The  ATCT  site  should  not 
be  positioned  such  that  it  degrades  or  affects  the  performance  of  existing  or  planned 
facilities  and/or  equipment,  unless  unavoidable. 

During  the  secondary  screening  assessment,  constructibility  issues  at  Sites  3  A  and  4 A  were  identillcd 
by  Airport  staff,  resulting  in  a  determination  that  those  sites  were  not  viable  to  support  the  relocation 
of  ATCT  facilities.  Although  some  low  risk  hazards  were  identified  at  Sites  6B,  13,  and  13A  during 
the  safety  of  air  traffic  operations  analysis,  means  to  mitigate  those  hazards  were  identillcd.  .Ml  three 
sites  were  determined  to  meet  the  FAA's  safety  of  air  traffic  operations  criteria  and  were  carried 
forward  to  a  preliminary  construction  cost  analysis. 


14  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  Part  77,  Objects  Affecting  Navigahle  Airspace.  January  I.  2010  cililion.  and 
U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  Federal  Aviation  Admini.stration  Advisoi-y  Circular  150/5300-13  through 
Change  16,  Airport  Design,  January  3,  201 1 . 
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San  Francisco  International  Airport 

Secondary  Screening:  Detailed  Assessnnent  of  Viable 
Evaluation  Criteria  S 

Site  13A 

Safety  of  Air  Traffic  Operations 

Tower  Height                                 1 96  feet  above  g 

228  feet  above  ground  level 

Visibility  Performance  Requirements 


Unobstructed  View 


Temporary  Impact 
Existing  ATCT 
portions  of  two 
taxiways;  proced 
(including  removal 
operation  of  a  new 
mitigate  impact  of 


wou  views  to  a 
runvD  a 
ur(  nts 
CT  upon 
ientified  to 
opis  site, 
truct 
axiway; 
led  to 
lis  site. 


Temporary  Impact  -  Mitigated 

(1)  Existing  ATCT  would  obstruct  views  to  a 
runway-taxiway  intersection  and  portions  of 
two  taxiways;  commitments  (including 
removal  of  existing  ATCT  upon  operation  of 
a  new  Tower)  were  identified  to  mitigate 
impact  of  obstruction  at  this  site. 

(2)  Concourse  facilities  would  obstruct 
views  to  gates  and  a  portion  of  a  taxiway; 
procedures  and  equipment  identified  to 
mitigate  impact  of  obstruction  at  this  site. 


Object  Discrimination  (both 
probability  of  detection  and 
probability  of  recognition 
parameters) 


-  Line  of  Sight  Angle  of  Incidence 
Parameters 


Passed 


Passed 


Passed 


Passed 


Federal  Laws,  Regulations,  Orders,  and  Standards 


Effects  on  TERPS  None 


None 


one 
impact. 


Compatibility  with  Navigable 
Airspace  and  Airport  Design 
Standards 


Mitigated 

Obstruction  lighting 
required  to  provide 
pilots. 


Compatible 


Effects  on  Communication,  None 
Navigation,  and  Surveillance 
Equipment 


None 


Constructibility  Issues 


Yes 

Construction  at  this 
secure  passenger  c 
Emergency  Operati( 


No 


Findings 


Eliminated 
Site  was  eliminated 
constructibility 


lysis 
issuebrds, 
ed. 


Carried  Forward 

Safety  of  air  traffic  operations  analysis 
identified  low  to  medium  risk  hazards, 
which  would  be  able  to  be  mitigated. 


Notes: 

TERPS  =  U.S.  Standard  for  Terminal  Instrument  Procedures 
1/         The  proposed  Tower  height  at  Site  6B  was  reducedat  this  reduced  height  (originally  293  feet  above  ground 
level). 


oFair  iralTic  operations  analysis);  unil  C  iiy  and  County  of  San 


Sources:    U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  hcdcral  Aviation  Adniinislrbty 

Francisco,  Planning  Department,  2008  (constructibility  issues). 
Prepared  by:      Ricondo  &  Associates,  Inc.,  January  201 1 . 
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Table  11-3 


Secondary  Screening:  Detailed  Assessment  of  Viable  Relocation  Sites  (Safety  of  Air  Traffic  Operations  Analysis  and  Constructibility  Issues) 

Site  3A  Site  4A   Site  6B " 


 Evaluation  Criteria  

Safety  of  Air  Traffic  Operations 


Site  13 


Site  ISA 


Tower  Heigtit 


196  feet  above  ground  level 


230  feet  above  ground  level 


274  feet  above  ground  level 


232  feet  above  ground  level 


228  feet  above  ground  level 


Visibility  Performance  Requirements 


Unobstnjcted  View 


Temporary  Impact  -  Mitigated 
Existing  ATCT  would  obstruct  views  of 
portions  of  two  runways  and  several 
taxiways:  procedures  and  commitments 
(including  removal  of  existing  ATCT  upon 


Temporary  Impact  -  Mitigated 
Existing  ATCT  would  obstruct  view  of 
portion  of  one  taxiway;  procedures  and 
commitments  (including  removal  of  existing 
ATCT  upon  operation  of  a  new  Tower)  were 


operation  of  a  new  Tower)  were  identified  to  identified  to  mitigate  impact  of  obstruction 
mitigate  impact  of  obstruction  at  this  site.        at  this  site. 


Temporary  Impact  -  Mitigated 
Existing  ATCT  would  obstruct  views  of 
portions  of  two  taxiways  and  one  runway: 
commitments  (including  the  removal  of 
existing  ATCT  upon  operation  of  a  new 
Tower)  were  identified  to  mitigate  impact  of 
obstruction  at  this  site. 


Mitigated 

(1 )  Existing  ATCT  would  obstruct  views  to  a 
runway-taxiway  intersection  and  to  a 
portion  of  one  taxiway;  commitments 
(including  removal  of  existing  ATCT  upon 
operation  of  a  new  Tower)  were  identified  to 
mitigate  impact  of  obstruction  at  this  site. 

(2)  Concourse  facilities  would  obstruct 
views  to  gates  and  a  portion  of  a  taxiway: 
procedures  and  equipment  identified  to 
mitigate  impact  of  obstruction  at  this  site. 


Temporary  Impact  -  Mitigated 

(1 )  Existing  ATCT  would  obstruct  views  to  a 
runway-taxiway  intersection  and  portions  of 
two  taxiways:  commitments  (including 
removal  of  existing  ATCT  upon  operation  of 
a  new  Tower)  were  identified  to  mitigate 
impact  of  obstruction  at  this  site. 

(2)  Concourse  facilities  would  obstruct 
views  to  gates  and  a  portion  of  a  taxiway; 
procedures  and  equipment  identified  to 
mitigate  impact  of  obstruction  at  this  site. 


Object  Discrimination  (both 
probability  of  detection  and 
probability  of  recognition 
parameters) 


Line  of  Sight  Angle  of  Incidence 
Parameters 


Passed 


Passed 


Did  Not  Pass  All  Parameters 
Site  passed  probability  of  detecting  an 
object  on  the  Airport  surface  at  seven  of  the 
eight  identified  critical  locations  and  the 
probability  of  recognizing  an  object  on  the 
Airport  surface  at  six  of  the  eight  identified 
critical  locations. 


Passed 


Passed 


Passed 


Passed 


Passed 


Passed 


Passed 


Federal  Laws,  Regulations,  Orders,  and  Standards 


-  Effects  on  TERPS  None 


Mitigated 

Change  to  one  arrival  procedure  was 
identified  to  mitigate  impact. 


Mitigated 

Changes  to  arrival  procedures  for  two 
runways  were  identified  to  mitigate  impact. 


Mitigated 

Changes  to  arrival  procedures  for  one 
runway  were  identified  to  mitigate  impact. 


None 


Compatibility  with  Navigable 
Airspace  and  Airport  Design 
Standards 


Mitigated 

Obstruction  lighting  of  Tower  would  be 
required  to  provide  visual  identification  to 
pilots. 


Mitigated 

Obstruction  lighting  of  Tower  would  be 
required  to  provide  visual  identification  to 
pilots. 


Mitigated 

Obstruction  lighting  of  Tower  would  be 
required  to  provide  visual  identification  to 
pilots. 


Compatible 


Compatible 


-  Effects  on  Communication.  None 
Navigation,  and  Surveillance 
Equipment 


None 


None 


None 


Constructibility  Issues 


Yes 

Construction  at  this  site  would  affect  a 
secure  passenger  corridor  and  the  Airport's 
Emergency  Operations  Center. 


Yes 

Construction  at  this  site  would  conflict  with 
renovation  of  the  south  wing  of  Terminal  2. 


No 


No 


No 


Findings 


Eliminated 

Site  was  eliminated  because  of 
constructibility  issues. 


Eliminated 

Site  was  eliminated  because  of 
constructibility  issues. 


Notes:  ' 

TERPS  =  U.S.  Standard  for  Terminal  Instrument  Procedures 

1/         The  proposed  Tower  height  at  Site  6B  was  reduced  to  274  feet  above  ground 
level).  ^ 


Carried  Forward 

Safety  of  air  traffic  operations  analysis 
identified  low  risk  hazards,  which  would  be 
able  to  be  mitigated,  and  identified  the 
inability  to  pass  all  parameters  of  the  object 
discrimination  test. 


Carried  Forward 

Safety  of  air  traffic  operations  analysis 
identified  low  to  medium  risk  hazards, 
which  would  be  able  to  be  mitigated. 


Carried  Forward 

Safety  of  air  traffic  operations  analysis 
identified  low  to  medium  risk  hazards, 
which  would  be  able  to  be  mitigated. 


level  because  of  a  5-foot  penetration  of  the  TERPS  surface.  The  FAA  verified  that  no  adverse  line-of-sight  effects  would  occur  at  this  reduced  height  (originally  293  feet  above  ground 


Sources:    U.S.  Depanmcnl  of  Transportation.  Federal  Av.al.on  Admmislralion.  Los  Angeles  Tcrmn,al  Engmccrmg  Center.  S^„  Francs. 

Francisco.  Planning  Department.  2008  (constructibility  issues) 
Prepared  by:      Ricondo  &  Associates.  Inc..  January  201 1 


:cu  Imemalioiiai  .Airport.  San  Francisco,  Calijonna,  .Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower  Site  Sntdy,  FIN.AL  Report,  October  2008  {safety  of  air  traffic  operations  analysis);  and  City  and  County  of  San 
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2.2.4.3      Estimated  Preliminary  Construction  Costs:  Relocation  Sites 

Preliminary  construction  costs  were  estimated  for  the  three  sites  carried  forward  from  the  secondary 
screening  assessment — Sites  6B,  13,  and  13A — as  presented  in  Table  II-4.  Of  the  three  sites.  Site 
1 3  A  was  identified  as  the  least  costly  to  construct. 

Table  11-4  

Preliminary  Construction  Cost  Estimates  of  Relocation  Sites 

Preliminary  Construction 
Site    Cost  Estimate  

6B  $78,884,000 
13  $69,365,000 
13A  $68,669,000 


Note:     Construction  costs  were  based  on  tine  construction  contract  award  for  new  ATCT  facilities  at  Phoenix  Deer 
Valley  Airport  and  adjusted  for  comparable  costs  in  the  San  Francisco  area.  These  cost  estimates  reflect 
start  of  construction  in  201 1 .  A  delay  in  the  start  of  construction  or  unanticipated  site  access  or  staging 
issues  would  increase  these  estimated  costs. 


Source:     U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Los  Angeles  Terminal  Engineering  Center,  San  Franc  i. 

International  Airport,  San  Francisco,  California,  Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower  Site  Study,  FINAL  Report,  October  2008 
Prepared  by:      Ricondo  &  Associates,  Inc.,  January  2011. 


scti 


2.2.4.4      Selection  of  Preferred  Site  for  Relocation  of  ATCT  Facilities 

Following  the  secondary  screening  assessment,  the  remaining  sites  were  Sites  6B,  13,  and  13 A.  All 
of  the  three  sites  would  introduce  low  to  medium  risk  hazards  to  safe  air  traffic  operations.  Site  6B 
would  introduce  the  least  amount  of  risk  to  safe  air  traffic  operations;  however,  this  site  failed  several 
object  discrimination  tests,  involved  the  tallest  of  the  three  alternative  towers,  and  would  thus  be  the 
most  expensive  to  construct.  The  risk  hazards  associated  with  Sites  13  and  13A  could  be  mitigated 
to  low.  All  three  remaining  sites  are  located  within  the  already  developed  terminal  complex  and 
would  not  present  differing  environmental  impacts.  In  terms  of  constructibility.  Site  13  would 
interfere  with  access  to  the  existing  San  Francisco  Police  Department  facility  at  Terminal  1.  and 
Site  13A  was  the  closest  of  all  three  sites  to  existing  electrical  utility  infrastmcturc.  Therefore, 
Site  13A  was  selected  as  the  preferred  alternative.  The  FA  A  concluded  in  the  ATCT  Site  Survey  that 
Site  13A  was  operationally  suitable,  presented  no  unacceptable  risks  to  the  National  Airspace 
System,  had  the  lowest  construction  costs,  presented  few  constructibility  challenges,  and  would  not 
affect  aircraft  operations  following  instrument  flight  rules  (i.e.,  navigation  by  instrument  reference 
rather  than  visual  reference). 

Given  that  all  three  sites  would  not  be  anticipated  to  significantly  impact  environmental  resources. 
Site  13A,  being  the  lowest  cost  site  that  presented  the  fewest  object  discrimination  and 
constructibility  challenges,  was  identified  by  the  FAA  as  the  preferred  site  for  relocation  of  ATCT 
facihties,  and  Sites  6B  and  13  were  eliminated  from  further  consideration.  Thus,  relocation  of  ATCT 
facihties  to  Site  13A  is  retained  for  further  analysis  as  the  Proposed  Action. 

A  summary  of  the  alternatives  evaluation  process  to  identify  the  preferred  A  TC  F  relocation  site  is 
provided  in  Table  II-5. 
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Table  11-5  

Alternatives  Evaluation  Sunnmary  of  ATCT  Relocation 


Evaluation  Criteria 


Initial  Screening:  Preliminary  Site  Assessment 


Visual  Obstructions 


Viable 


Viable 


Not  viable 

Not  viable  Viable 


Not 
viable 


Not 
viable 

No 


Not 
viable 


Viable 

Viable 

Not 
viable 

No 


-  Operational  Issues 

-  Constructibility  Issues 
Site  Feasibility  Determination       Not  viable 

Carry  Forward  to  Secondary  No 
Screening? 

Secondary  Screening:  Detailed  Site  Assessment 

-  Safety  of  Air  Traffic 
Operations 

-  Constructibility  Issues 
Detailed  Assessment  Findings 


Carry  Forward  to  Preliminary 
Construction  Cost  Estimate? 


Preliminary  Construction  Cost  Estimate  and  Final  Considerations 

-  Estimated  Construction 
Cost" 

-  Environmental 
Considerations 

-  Other  Considerations 


Retain  Site  for  Environmental 
Analysis? 


Notes: 

1/         Construction  costs  were  based  on  the  construction  lates  reflect  the  start  of  construction  in  20 11 .  A  delay  in 

the  start  of  construction  or  unanticipated  site  acces 
21         This  site  had  some  object  discrimination  issues,  bi 


12 


13 


13A 


14 


Viable 


Viable 


Not 
viable 

Not 
viable 

No 


Viable- 
mitigated 

Viable 

Viable 
Viable 
Yes 


Passed- 
mitigated 

No 

Carried 
forward 

Yes 


Viable- 
mitigated 

Viable 

Viable 

Viable 

Yes 


Passed- 
mitigated 

No 

Carried 
forward 

Yes 


Viable 


Viable 

Not 
viable 

Not 
viable 

No 


$69,365,000  $68,669,000 


No 


Conflict  with 
San 
Francisco 

Police 
Department 
site 


No 


No 


Closest  to 
existing 
electrical 
utility 
infrastructure 


Yes 


15 


Not 
viable 


Viable 
Viable 

Not 

viable 

No 


Sources;    U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  Federal  Aviation  A(lniinist|al  screening,  secondary  screcnuig-sal'ciy  of  air  tralTic  operations,  and 

estimated  eonstruetion  costs);  and  City  and  County  of  San  I'rar 
Prepared  by:      Ricondo  &  Associates,  Inc.,  April  20 1 1 . 
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Table  11-5  

Alternatives  Evaluation  Summary  of  ATCT  Relocation  Sites 


Alternative  Relocation  Sites 


F\/;)lii;3tinn  nritpri;) 

1 

2  3 

3A 

4 

4A 

5 

6 

6A 

6B 

7 

8 

9 

10 

10A 

"t  1 

12 

13 

1 3A 

14 

15 

Initial  Screenina:  Preliminarv  Sitft  Assessment 
-  Visual  Obstructions  Viable 

Viable  Not 
viable 

Viable 

Not 
viable 

Viable- 
mitigated 

Not 
viable 

Not 
viable 

Not 
viable 

Viable- 
mitigated  or 
lovi'  risk 

Viable 

Viable 

Viable 

Viable 

Viable 

Viable 

Viable 

Viable- 
mitigated 

Viable- 
mitigated 

Viable 

Not 
viable 

-  Operational  Issues 

Not  viable 

Not  Viable 
viable 

Viable 

Viable 

Viable 

Not 
viable 

Viable 

Viable 

Viable 

Not 

viable 

Not 
viable 

Not 

viable 

Not 

viable 

Not 

viable 

Not 
viable 

Viable 

Viable 

Viable 

Viable 

Viable 

-  Constnjctibility  Issues 

Not  viable 

Viable  Viable 

Viable 

Viable 

Viable 

Not 
viable 

Viable 

Viable 

Viable 

Not 

viable 

Not 
viable 

Not 
viable 

Not 
viable 

Not 
viable 

Not 
viable 

Not 
viable 

Viable 

Viable 

Not 
viable 

Viable 

Site  Feasibility  Determination 

Not  viable 

Not  Not 
viable  viable 

Viable 

Not 
viable 

Viable 

Not 
viable 

Not 
viable 

Not 
viable 

Viable 

Not 
viable 

Not 
viable 

Not 

viable 

Not 
viable 

Not 
viable 

Not 
viable 

Not 
viable 

Viable 

Viable 

Not 
viable 

Not 
viable 

Carry  Fon/vard  to  Secondary 
Screening? 

No 

No  No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

No 

I 

Secondarv  Screeninq:  Detailed  Site  Assessment 

-  Safety  of  Air  Traffic 
Operations 

Passed- 
mitigated 

Passed^'- 
mitigated 

Passed- 
mitigated 

Passed- 
mitigated 

Passed- 
mitigated 

-  Constnjctibility  Issues 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

Detailed  Assessment  Findings 

Eliminated 

Eliminated 

Carried 
forward 

Carried 
forward 

Carried 
forward 

Carry  Forward  to  Preliminary 
Construction  Cost  Estimate? 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Preliminarv  Construction  Cost  Estimate  and  Final  Considerations 
-  Estimated  Construction 

$78,884,000 

$69,365,000 

$68,669,000 

Environmental 
Considerations 


Other  Considerations 


Retain  Site  for  Environmental 
Analysis? 


Did  not  pass 
all 

parameters 
of  object 
discrimination 
test,  tallest 
tower  of  3 
remaining 
sites 

No 


Conflict  with 
San 
Francisco 

Police 
Department 
site 


Closest  to 
existing 
electrical 
utility 
infrastructure 


Notes: 

^'         ^h^^'^^^!^^r^n^^^.Tr  ^^^^^  ?"  '^^  construction  contract  award  for  new  ATCT  facilities  at  Phoenix  Deer  Valley  Airport  and  adjusted  for  comparable  costs  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area.  These  cost  estimates  reflect  the  start  of  construction  in  201 1 .  A  delay  in 

the  start  of  construction  or  unanticipated  site  access  or  staging  issues  would  increase  these  estimated  costs 
^         1  his  site  had  some  object  discnmination  issues,  but  was  retained  for  the  preliminary  cost  analysis. 

Sources.    y^j^^'P'""^^^^^  Los  Angeles  Terminal  Engmecnng  Center.  San  Francisco  hitemaiional  Airpori.  San  Francisco.  California,  Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower  Site  Study.  FINAL  Report.  October  2008  (initial  serccning.  sceondary  screening-safety  of  air  trafTic  operations,  and 

Prepared  by:      Ricondo  &  Assoe.atcs  Inc  Apnl  2011  ""'"^  Department,  2008  (secondary  screening-construcfbiMty  ,ssucs). 
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2.3  Alternatives  Retained  for  Analysis  and  Identification  of  the 
Proposed  Action 

Based  on  the  evaluation  of  alternatives,  two  alternatives  were  retained  for  evaluation  in  this  EA: 

•  No  Action  alternative 

•  Relocation  of  ATCT  facilities  to  Site  13A  (Proposed  Action) 

Of  these  two  alternatives,  only  the  alternative  to  relocate  ATCT  facilities  to  Site  13A  meets  the 
purpose  and  need  for  the  Proposed  Action;  thus,  this  alternative  was  identified  as  the  Proposed 
Action.  Although  three  relocation  sites  (Sites  6B,  13,  and  13 A)  met  the  purpose  and  need  for  the 
Proposed  Action,  Site  13A  was  the  optimal  site  of  the  three  alternative  relocation  sites.  Furthermore, 
all  three  sites  are  located  in  the  already  developed  terminal  area  and  are  not  likely  to  differ  from  each 
other  in  terms  of  significant  environmental  impacts.  Therefore,  the  only  relocation  site  carried 
through  the  environmental  analysis  is  Site  13 A,  the  Proposed  Action. 

FAA  guidance  states  that:  "If  there  are  no  unresolved  conflicts  concerning  alternative  uses  of 
available  resources,  the  range  of  alternatives  may  be  limited  to  the  no  action  and  proposed  action 
alternatives."'^  The  Proposed  Action  would  occur  on  developed  Airport  property  and  no  unresolved 
conflicts  concerning  alternative  uses  of  available  resources  were  identified.  Although  the  No  Action 
alternative  would  not  meet  the  stated  purpose  and  need  for  the  Proposed  Action,  it  was  retained  for 
analysis  in  this  EA  to  comply  with  Title  40  CFR  1502.14(d),  which  requires  consideration  of  the  no 
action  alternative  and  to  comply  with  FAA  Order  1050. IE.  Thus,  only  the  No  Action  and  Proposed 
Action  alternatives  are  analyzed  in  detail  in  this  EA. 

2.4  Sponsor's  Preferred  Alternative 

The  Proposed  Action,  as  identified  in  Section  1.4,  is  the  Sponsor's  preferred  alternative.  Because  the 
Proposed  Action  would  meet  the  purpose  and  need  and  would  not  result  in  any  pcnnancnt 
envirormiental  impacts,  it  is  also  the  environmentally  preferred  alternative. 

2.5  Federal  Laws  and  Regulations  Considered 

In  accordance  with  FAA  Order  1050. IE,  Paragraph  405(d)(4),  the  relevant  federal  laws  and  statutes, 
executive  orders,  and  other  federal  regulations  considered  during  preparation  of  this  EA  arc  listed  in 
Tables  II-6,  II-7,  and  II-8,  respectively. 


U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  Federal  Aviation  Administration.  Order  1050.  IK.  EinironmctUal  Impacts: 

Policies  and  Procedures,  Change  1,  paragraph  405d.  effective  March  20,  2000. 
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Table  11-6 

Federal  Laws  and  Statutes  Considered 

L'liaiion 

National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969 

42  United 

States  Code  (U.S.C.)  4321  et  seq. 

Clean  Air  Act  of  1970,  as  amended 

42  U.S.C. 

7401  etseq. 

Department  of  Transportation  Act  of  1966,  Section  4(f) 

49  U.S.C. 

303(c) 

Aviation  Safety  and  Noise  Abatement  Act  of  1 979 

49  U.S.C. 

47501  et  seq. 

Federal  Aviation  Act 

49  U.S.C. 

40101  etseq. 

Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973 

16  U.S.C. 

1531  etseq. 

Fisfi  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  of  1958 

16  U.S.C. 

661  etseq. 

Comprehensive  Environmental  Response,  Compensation,  and 
Liability  Act  of  1980,  as  amended  by  the  Community 
Environmental  Response  Facilitation  Act  of  1992 

42  U.S.C. 

6901  etseq. 

Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act  of  1976,  as  amended 
hv  the  Solid  Wa<?tp  r)i<?no<;al  Art  nf  1980 

42  U.S.C. 

6901  etseq. 

National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966,  as  amended 

16  U.S.C. 

470  et  seq. 

Archaeological  and  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1974,  as 
amended 

16  U.S.C. 

469  ef  seq. 

Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  of  1972,  as  amended 

^pnmmnnlv  rpfprrpH       thp  f~!lpan  Watpr  Art^ 

33  U.S.C. 

1251  etseq. 

Rivers  and  Harbors  Act  of  1899,  Section  10 

33  U.S.C. 

403  et  seq. 

Farmland  Protection  Policy  Act 

7  U.S.C.  4201  etseq. 

Uniform  Relocation  Assistance  and  Real  Property  Acquisition 
Pnlirip"?  Art  of  1970 

1    WML/ICO  ^T-fl  \J\     f  \J  1  \J 

42  U.S.C. 

4601  etseq. 

Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  of  1968 

16  U.S.C. 

1271  etseq. 

Toxic  Substances  Control  Act 

15  U.S.C. 

2601  etseq. 

Coastal  Zone  Management  Act  of  1972 

16  U.S.C. 

1452  ef  seq. 

Oil  Pollution  Control  Act  of  1990 

33  U.S.C. 

2701  et  seq. 

Source:     Ricondo  &  Associates,  Inc.,  March  201 1 . 
Prepared  by:      Ricondo  &  Associates,  Inc.,  March  2011. 
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Table  11-7  

Executive  Orders  Considered 


Citation 


Executive  Order  11593,  Protection  and  Enhancement  of  the 
Cultural  Environment 

Executive  Order  1 1 988,  Floodplain  Management 


36  Federal  Register  (FR)  8921 
43  FR  6030 


Executive  Order  1 1990,  Protection  of  Wetlands 

Executive  Order  12898,  Federal  Actions  to  Address 
Environmental  Justice  in  Minority  Populations  and  Low-Income 
Populations 

Executive  Order  13045,  Protection  of  Children  from  Environmental 
Health  Risks  and  Safety  Risks 


42  FR  26961 


59  FR  7629 


62  FR  19883 


Source:     Ricondo  &  Associates,  Inc.,  March  201 1 . 
Prepared  by:      Ricondo  &  Associates,  Inc.,  March  201 1 . 
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FAA  Orders,  Advisory  Circulars,  and  Federal  Regulations  Considered 
U.S.  Department  of  Transportation  and  FAA  Orders 

•  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation  (DOT),  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  Order  1050.1  E: 
Environmental  Impacts:  Policies  and  Procedures 

•  U.S.  DOT,  Order  5680. 1 :  Final  Order  to  Address  Environmental  Justice  in  Low-Income  and  Minority 
Populations 

•  U.S.  DOT,  Order  5650.2:  Floodplain  Management  and  Protection 

•  U.S.  DOT,  Order  5660. 1A:  Preservation  of  the  Nation's  Wetlands 

•  U.S.  DOT,  FAA  Order  6480. 4A,  Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower  Siting  Process 

•  U.S.  DOT,  FAA  Order  6480. 7D,  Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower  and  Terminal  Radar  Approach  Control 
Facility  Design  Guidelines 

•  U.S.  DOT,  FAA  Order  JO  6480.7E,  Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower  (ATCT)  and  Terminal  Radar  Approach 
Control  (TRACON)  Design  Policy 

FAA  Advisory  Circulars 


• 

u 

s. 

DOT, 

FAA 

• 

u 

s. 

DOT, 

FAA 

• 

u 

s. 

DOT, 

FAA 

• 

u 

s. 

DOT, 

FAA 

• 

u 

s. 

DOT, 

FAA 

Code  of  Federal  Regulations 

•  Title  14  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  (CFR)  Part  71 :  Designation  of  Class  A,  Class  B,  Class  C,  Class  D, 
and  Class  E  Airspace  Areas;  Airways;  Routes;  and  Reporting  Points 

•  Title  14  CFR  Part  77:  Objects  Affecting  Navigable  Airspace 

•  Title  14  CFR  Part  135:  Operating  Requirements:  Commuter  and  On-Demand  Operations  and  Rules 
Governing  Persons  on  Board  Such  Aircraft 

•  Title  14  CFR  Part  150:  Airport  Noise  Compatibility  Planning 

•  Title  40  CFR  Part  93:  Determining  Conformity  of  Federal  Actions  to  State  or  Federal  Implementation  Plans, 
Subpart  B 

•  Title  40  CFR  Part  122:  EPA  Administered  Permit  Programs:  The  National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination 
System 

•  Title  40  CFR  Part  123:  State  Program  Requirements 

•  Title  40  CFR  Part  124:  Procedures  for  Decisionmaking 

•  Title  40  CFR  Part  172:  Hazardous  Materials  Table,  Special  Provisions,  Hazardous  Materials 
Communications,  Emergency  Response  Information,  and  Training  Requirements 

Source:     Ricondo  &  Associates,  Inc.,  March  201 1 . 
Prepared  by:      Ricondo  &  Associates,  Inc.,  March  201 1 . 
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111.       Affected  Environment 

The  affected  environment  for  the  relocated  ATCT  facihties  encompasses  those  areas  that  would  be 
directly  or  indirectly  affected  by  the  Proposed  Action  if  it  is  implemented.  This  chapter  identifies  the 
potentially  affected  geographic  areas  and  documents  existing  conditions  within  those  areas.  In 
accordance  with  FAA  Order  1050. IE,  those  resources  that  could  potentially  be  affected  by  the 
Proposed  Action  are  identified  herein. 

3.1  Identification  and  Description  of  Study  Area 

San  Francisco  International  Airport  is  located  on  the  western  shore  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  about 
13  miles  south  of  downtown  San  Francisco.  While  the  Airport  is  owned  and  operated  by  the  CCSF, 
it  lies  in  unincorporated  San  Mateo  County  on  approximately  5,200  acres  of  land.  Tidelands 
encompass  approximately  2,500  acres  of  Airport  property.  Exhibit  I-l,  presented  in  Chapter  1  of  this 
EA,  shows  the  location  of  the  Airport  in  the  general  San  Francisco  Bay  Area,  as  well  as  the  location 
of  the  proposed  ATCT  on  the  Airport.  Adjacent  to  the  Airport  are  the  cities  of  South  San  Francisco 
(northwest),  San  Bruno  (west),  Millbrae  (southwest),  and  Burlingame  (south). 

An  Area  of  Potential  Effect  (APE)  was  defined  based  on  the  area  that  could  be  disturbed  during 
construction,  would  be  needed  for  construction  staging,  or  would  be  affected  by  operation  of  the 
proposed  ATCT  (see  Exhibit  III-l).  The  proposed  ATCT  facilities  would  be  located  in  and  adjacent 
to  Courtyard  2  and  Terminal  2,  near  Boarding  Area  C,  Gate  C41.  Existing  conditions  at  this  site 
consist  of  asphalt-paved  exterior  areas  and  terminal  buildings.  Additional  construction  would  occur 
in  Terminal  2  for  the  demolition  of  Levels  4  through  6  in  the  main  structure  and  the  existing  .^TCT 
above  the  existing  Terminal  2  roofline  (Levels  7  through  11).  Construction  staging  for  the  proposed 
ATCT  would  occur  at  Gate  C41 . 

While  the  APE  was  defined  by  the  direct  effects  of  the  Proposed  Action,  the  Study  Area  was  defined 
more  broadly  to  include  areas  that  could  be  visually  affected  by  the  new  ATCT'  (see  Exhibit  111-2). 
An  area  roughly  one  mile  in  diameter  surrounding  the  proposed  ATCT  location  was  used  to  define 
the  limits  of  the  Study  Area.  The  Study  Area  contains  mostly  Airport  property,  but  also  inckides  the 
U.S.  Coast  Guard  Station,  Bay  Front  Park,  and  some  residential  areas  of  Millbrae.  No  farmlands  or 
wild  and  scenic  rivers  are  present  within  the  Study  Area;  thus,  these  resources  are  not  discussed  in 
this  EA. 

3.2  Existing  Land  Use  and  Zoning 

As  stated  above,  the  Study  Area  primarily  consists  of  Airport  property,  including  tcmiinal  buildings, 
roadways,  apron  areas,  taxiways,  runways,  hangars,  and  other  associated  Aiiport  infrastructure.  I  he 
Study  Area  also  includes  portions  of  San  Francisco  Bay,  unincorporated  San  Mateo  County,  the  Cit> 
of  Burlingame,  and  the  City  of  Millbrae  (see  Exhibit  111-3). 


As  stated  in  Chapter  I,  relocation  of  the  ATCT  would  not  alTcct  (increase  or  deca'asc)  the  niimhcr  of  aiaral^ 
operations  accommodated  at  SFO  or  the  routing  of"  aircrall  in  the  air  or  on  llie  ground  at  ilic  Airpt>rt.  thus 
aircraft  noise  was  not  considered  in  the  definition  of  the  Study  Area. 
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Sources:  San  Mateo  County,  Planning  and  Development  Division 
City  of  South  San  Francisco,  General  Plan,  1999;  City  o1 
Prepared  by:  Ricondo  &  Associates,  Inc.,  February  201 1 . 
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Sources:  San  ^"""'y.  "^^'"^  r""  °«;'^'°P'"f North  County  Area  San  Mateo  County  General  Plan.  Land  Use.  July  2009;  City  of  Burling^me.  General  Plan,  April  2000:  City  of  Millbrae.  General  Plan,  November  2008 

ottyotbouttiSanFranasco.  General  Plan.  1999:  City  of  San  Bruno.  General  Plan.  December  2008 
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The  San  Mateo  County  General  Plan,  which  provides  a  framework  for  County  zoning  and  land  use 
decisions,  identifies  the  Airport  site  as  Airport,  Transportation  Related."  The  Airport  is  zoned  as 
M-1,  Light  Industrial  District.  ^'  ^ 

Existing  land  uses  in  the  portion  of  the  City  of  Burlingame  that  lies  within  the  Study  Area  consist  of 
commercial  and  industrial,  transportation,  and  utilities,  as  defined  in  the  City's  specific  plans  for  the 
Bayfront  and  the  North  Burhngame/Rollins  Road  areas.  The  Burlingame  Bayfront  Specific  Plan 
identifies  the  area  east  of  U.S.  Highway  101  as  office  and  warehouse  uses,  and  the  area  east  of  Old 
Bayshore  Highway  as  waterfront  commercial  uses.  These  land  uses  are  consistent  with  the  zoning 
for  these  areas  (OM-Office  Manufacturing  and  C4-Waterfront  Commercial).^  The  North 
Burlingame/Rollins  Road  Specific  Plan  identifies  the  areas  on  either  side  of  Rollins  Road  as 
industrial  and  office  space  uses,  consistent  with  the  zoning  for  these  areas. ^ 

Single  family  residential,  multifamily  residential,  public,  mixed  use,  industrial,  transportation, 
utilities,  and  commercial  land  uses  are  located  in  the  portion  of  the  Study  Area  contained  within  the 
City  of  Millbrae.^  The  City  of  Millbrae  has  also  adopted  a  plan  for  the  area  surrounding  the  Bay 
Area  Rapid  Transit  (BART)/Caltrain  Station,  located  west  of  the  U.S.  Highway  101  and  Millbrae 
Avenue  interchange.  This  plan  identifies  commercial,  commercial  mixed  use,  public,  quasi-public, 
and  residential  mixed  uses  in  the  areas  surrounding  the  train  station.^  Zoning  has  been  established  by 
the  City  of  Millbrae,  Community  Development  Department  and  is  generally  consistent  \\  ith  the 
general  plans.^ 

3.3        Demographics  and  Socioeconomic  Profile 

Table  III-l  presents  historical  and  projected  population,  employment,  and  number  of  households  in 
the  areas  surrounding  SFO  for  1990  and  2000  based  on  U.S.  Census  data,'"  and  for  2010,  2015,  and 
2020  based  on  data  prepared  by  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments,  the  Metropolitan 
Planning  Organization  for  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area. 


San  Mateo  County,  Building  and  Planning  Department,  North  County  Area  San  Mateo  County  General  Plan. 
Land  Use  (undated);  http://www.sforoundtable.org/P&B/pb_gcncral_plan.html  (accessed  January'  20.  201 1 ). 
San  Mateo  County  Building  and  Planning  Department,  Zoning  Maps  for  Unincorporated  San  Maico  Ciuiniv: 
http://www.sforoundtable.org/P&B/pb_zoning_maps.html  (accessed  January  20,  201 1). 

San  Mateo  County,  Building  and  Planning  Division,  Environmental  Services  Agency,  Zoning  Regulations,  Jul\ 
1999. 

City  of  Burlingame,  Planning  Department,  Burlingame  Bayfront  Specif  c  Plan,  as  approved  by  the  Burlingame 
City  Council,  Resolution  No.  26-2004,  April  5,  2004,  and  as  amended  bv  ihc  Ciiv  Council. 
Resolution  No.  5 8-2006,  August  2 1 ,  2006. 

City  of  Burlingame,  Planning  Department,  North  Burlinganw/Rollins  Road  Specific  Plan,  as  appro\cd  by  the 
Burlingame  City  Council,  Resolution  No.  85-2004,  September  20,  2004,  and  as  amended  by  the  City  Council. 
Resolution  No.  13-2007,  February  5,  2007. 

City  of  Millbrae,  Community  Development  Department,  City  of  Millbrae  General  Plan.  IWS-201.^.  adopted 
November  24,  1998. 

City  of  Millbrae,  Community  Development  Department,  Millbrae  Station  Area  Specific  Plan,  adopted  1  ^)98; 
http://www.ci.millbrac.ca.us/index.aspx7page  239  (accessed  Januaiy  20.  201 1). 

City  of  Millbrae,  Community  Development  Department,  Zoning  Daiabase,  201 1;  http:  '  public. ci. millbrae. ca. us/ 
zonemap.php  (accessed  January  20,  201 1). 

Complete  2010  U.S.  Census  data  were  not  available  at  the  time  this  draft  HA  was  prepared  ihc  U.S. 
Department  of  Commerce,  Bureau  of  the  Census  released  population  data  for  each  state  in  l  ebniaiy  and  March, 
but  employment  and  number  of  household  data  were  not  yet  available. 
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Table  III-1  

Population,  Employment,  and  Households  in  Study  Area  Municipalities,  1990-2020 

 Municipality   1990  ^'  2000  2010  2015^  2020^ 


Population 


BuriinQsmc 

OA  f^c\^ 
^0,oU  1 

OQ  QAC  ^' 

on  nno 

32,617 

IVHIIUI  dc 

01  £;'30 

00  cr\Q 

00  CAC 

San  Bruno 

38,961 

40,165  " 

41,114  ^' 

45,564 

48,566 

South  San  Francisco 

54,312 

60,552  " 

63,632  " 

66,596 

69,691 

San  Mateo  County 

649,623 

707,161  " 

718,451  " 

766,891 

801,305 

.1 1  ipiuyi  1  Id  u 

Ri  1  rlinnamo 

n.3. 

£~0, 1  HO 

00  'ir\A  ^ 

OC  O/IO 

07  0*50 

z  /  ,you 

IVIIMUf  aKS 

n.3. 

7  ni K  ^ 

7  soft 

o,Or  U 

San  Bruno 

n.a. 

1  /,Ub4 

14,41b 

16,053 

18,128 

South  San  Francisco 

n.a. 

45,184^ 

43,577  ^ 

46,211 

48,973 

San  Mateo  County 

n.a. 

386,497  ^' 

346,332  " 

373,363 

404,389 

ouseholds 

Burlingame 

12,375 

12,511  " 

13,036^ 

13,622 

14,229 

Millbrae 

7,967 

7,956  " 

8,209  ^ 

8,520 

8,840 

San  Bruno 

14,660 

14,677  " 

15,821  ^' 

16,640 

17,500 

South  San  Francisco 

18,588 

19,677 

20,630  ^ 

21,740 

22,830 

San  Mateo  County 

242,348 

254,103  " 

264,408  ^' 

275,704 

287,400 

Notes: 

n.a.  =  not  available  in  comparable  format 
1/         U.S.  Census  data. 

21         Estimated  by  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments. 

Sources:  U.S.  Census  data,  provided  by  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  and  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments; 

www.bayareacensus.ca.gov  (accessed  January  20,  201 1);  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments,  Projections  2009,  San  Mateo  County, 
August  2009. 

Prepared  by:      Ricondo  &  Associates,  Inc.,  April  201 1 . 

Table  III-2  presents  income  and  poverty  information  for  the  municipalities  surrounding  the  Airport 
in  1999,  as  reported  in  the  2000  U.S.  Census.  Table  III-3  shows  racial  characteristics  of  the 
municipalities  surrounding  the  Airport  in  2010. 

Table  III-2  

Income  and  Poverty  Data  for  Study  Area  Municipalities  in  1999 


Municipality 


Statistic 

Burlingame 

Millbrae 

San  Bruno 

South  San 
Francisco 

San  Mateo 
County 

Median  Household  Income 

$68,526 

$68,404 

$62,081 

$61,764 

$70,819 

Median  Family  Income 

$91,309 

$82,061 

$70,251 

$66,598 

$80,737 

Per  Capita  Income 

$43,565 

$33,193 

$26,360 

$23,562 

$40,383 

Individuals  in  Poverty 

1,570 

693 

1,774 

3,151 

40,692 

Percent  Individuals  in  Poverty 

5.7% 

3.4% 

4.4% 

5.2% 

5.8% 

Source:    U.S.  Census  data,  provided  by  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  and  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments; 

www.bayareacensus.ca.gov  (accessed  January  20,  201 1). 
Prepared  by:      Ricondo  &  Associates,  Inc.,  January  20 11. 
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San  Francisco  International  Airport 


3.4        Natural  Environment 

3.4.1  Air  Quality 

The  federal  Clean  Air  Act  of  1970,  42  U.S.C.  7401,  et  seq.,  as  amended,  requires  that  states  identify 
those  areas  where  the  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  (NAAQS)  are  not  being  met  for 
specific  air  pollutants.  The  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (U.S.  EPA)  designates  such  areas 
as  nonattainment  areas.  A  state  with  one  or  more  nonattainment  areas  must  prepare  a  State 
Implementation  Plan  (SIP)  for  each  nonattainment  area,  detailing  the  programs  and  requirements  that 
the  state  will  implement  to  meet  the  NAAQS  by  the  deadlines  specified  in  the  Clean  Air  Act 
Amendments  of  1990  (CAAA),  Public  Law  101-49.  SIPs  must  address  all  pollutants  for  which  the 
NAAQS  are  not  met. 

The  U.S.  EPA,  under  mandates  of  the  CAAA,  has  established  primary  and  secondary  NAAQS  for 
seven  air  contaminants  or  criteria  pollutants.  These  contaminants  are  carbon  monoxide  (CO), 
nitrogen  dioxide  (NO2),  ozone  (O3),  lead  (Pb),  sulfur  dioxide  (SO2),  particulate  matter  (PMio),  and 
fine  particulates  (PM2.5).  The  primary  standards  were  established  at  levels  sufficient  to  protect  public 
health  with  a  satisfactory  margin  of  safety.  The  secondary  standards  were  established  to  protect 
public  welfare  from  other  adverse  effects  of  air  pollution. 

The  U.S.  EPA  has  designated  San  Mateo  County  as  a  nonattainment  area  for  PM2  5  and  a  marginal 
nonattainment  area  for  the  8-hour  ground-level  O3  NAAQS.  In  addition,  the  County  is  classified  as  a 
maintenance  area  for  CO.  Accordingly,  for  this  analysis,  the  pollutants  of  concern  for  purposes  of 
general  conformity  include  CO,  nitrous  oxide  (NOx),  and  volatile  organic  compounds  (VOCs), 
which  are  termed  ozone  precursors,  and  PM2.5. 

3.4.2  Water  Quality 

The  general  site  geology  at  SFO  consists  of  fill  materials,  overlying  mud  from  the  San  Francisco 
Bay.  The  fill  is  generally  5-  to  10-feet  thick  and  occurs  mostly  in  the  vadose  zone."  The  site 
hydrogeology  generally  consists  of  two  groundwater-bearing  zones  beneath  the  Airport.  The  first 
groundwater-bearing  zone  is  known  as  the  "A-fill"  zone  and  is  located  within  the  artificial  fill  at  5  to 
10  feet  below  the  ground  surface.  The  second  groundwater  zone  is  the  "A"  zone,  \\  hich  exists  in  the 
sandy  units  beneath  the  bay  mud  (the  ground  beneath  the  artificial  fill).  This  second  groundwater 
zone  is  isolated  from  the  "A-fill"  zone  because  the  bay  mud  represents  a  relatively  impenneablc 
barrier  that  impedes  the  vertical  migration  of  groundwater.'" 

Several  hazardous  material  releases  have  occurred  at  the  Airport,  resulting  in  localized  contamination 
of  soil  and  groundwater.  All  of  these  releases  involved  fuel  spills  or  leaks,  and  all  lia\  c  either  been 
cleaned  up,  are  currently  under  remediation,  or  are  being  monitored.  The  groundwater  iiucstigaiion. 
remediadon,  and  monitoring  program  at  SFO  is  mandated  by  San  l-rancisco  Ba\'  Regional  \\  atcr 
Quality  Control  Board  (RWQCB)  Final  Order  99-045.  Groundwater  rcnicdiation  snice  h)9S  at 
Boarding  Areas  B  and  C  in  the  vicinity  of  Courtyard  2  (the  Proposed  Action  site)  had  removed 
measurable  free  product  as  of  December  2009.  The  remediation  at  Boarding  Areas  ami  C"  is 
largely  complete.'^ 


The  vadose  zone  is  generally  eonsidercd  to  be  the  layers  of  earth  above  the  permanent  i;roundwater  le\  ei. 
Harding  Lawson  Associates,  Task  2B  -  Fuel  Hydrant  Inwsligation.  Delta  Hoanlini;  hi, is  H  tiiul  C  San 
Francisco  International  Airport,  San  Mateo  County.  California,  December  1995. 

Environmental  Cost  Management  Inc.,  2009  Second  Semi-Annual  Groundwater  \fonUi^nn\i.  System 
Operations,  and  Soil  Vapor  Monitoring  Report.  Delta  Airlines.  Inc.  Boarding  Areas  B  and  C.  San  Francv!CO 
International  Airport,  June  10,  2010. 
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3.4.3  Wetlands 

No  federally  protected  wetlands  (as  defined  by  Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act)  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  or  the  San  Francisco  Bay  RWQCB  are  known  to 
exist  within  the  APE;  however,  jurisdictional  wetlands  do  exist  within  the  Study  Area,  primarily 
along  the  edges  of  existing  Airport  property.  The  closest  wetland  is  about  2,500  feet  east  of  the  APE, 
along  the  San  Francisco  Bay.  The  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission 
(BCDC)  has  jurisdiction  over  all  tidal  areas  of  San  Francisco  Bay  and  a  shoreline  band  extending  100 
feet  inland  from  the  mean  high-tide  line.''*  The  APE  is  not  within  BCDC's  jurisdiction. 

3.4.4  Floodplains 

The  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency  (FEMA)  publishes  Flood  Insurance  Rate  Maps 
(FIRMs)  that  identify  100-year  floodplain  boundaries.  The  FIRM  panels  for  SFO  indicate  that  the 
100-year  floodplain  does  extend  onto  Airport  property,  primarily  in  the  northeastern  section  of  the 
Airport  site.  However,  as  shown  on  Exhibit  III-4,  the  APE  lies  outside  of  the  100-year  floodplain. 
SFO  is  in  the  process  of  coordinating  with  FEMA  to  reflect  improvements  to  the  sea  wall  along  the 
shoreline  perimeter  of  the  Airport. 

3.4.5  Coastal  Areas 

The  BCDC  is  the  agency  responsible  for  implementing  the  provisions  of  the  Coastal  Zone 
Management  Act  under  the  State  of  California's  Coastal  Zone  Management  Program.  The  BCDC 
has  jurisdiction  over  all  tidal  areas  of  San  Francisco  Bay  and  a  shoreline  band  extending  1 00  feet 
inland  from  the  mean  high-tide  line.  As  stated  above,  the  APE  is  not  within  BCDC's  jurisdiction,  as 
it  is  not  located  within  a  coastal  area  protected  by  a  coastal  zone  management  program. 

3.4.6  Biotic  Communities 

The  APE  is  located  within  the  terminal  core  of  the  Airport,  an  area  that  has  previously  been 
developed  and  is  highly  disturbed.  No  biological  resources  protected  by  local.  State,  or  federal 
policies  or  ordinances  are  located  within  the  APE.  Within  the  broader  Study  Area,  biological 
resources  are  associated  with  landscaped  urban  lands  on  and  adjacent  to  Airport  property;  wildlife 
habitat  is  associated  with  expanses  of  airfield  and  other  undeveloped  areas  of  grassland  and  wetlands 
on  and  in  the  vicinity  of  Airport  property;  and  wetland  and  aquatic  habitats  are  associated  with 
San  Francisco  Bay.  The  Airport  itself  is  located  on  fill;  historically,  much  of  the  land  on  which  the 
Airport  is  situated  consisted  of  open  waters  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  and  tidal  salt  marsh. 

Vegetative  communities  include  seasonal  wetlands,  freshwater  marsh,  salt  marsh,  mud  flat  and  open 
water,  California  annual  grassland/ruderal,  and  developed-landscaped  areas.  A  number  of  benthic 
macroinvertebrate,  amphibian,  reptilian,  avian,  and  small  mammalian  species  use  these  habitats 
periodically,  although  some  of  these  areas  have  been  previously  disturbed,  resulting  in  reduced  value 
and  attractiveness  for  wildlife. 

3.4.7  Endangered  and  Threatened  Species 

Several  species  known  to  occur  within  the  vicinity  of  SFO  are  protected  under  the  federal 
Endangered  Species  Act.  Table  III-4  presents  a  list  of  species  for  which  potential  habitat  is  known 
to  exist  at  or  near  .the  Airport. 


San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Conservation  and  Development  Commission,  San  Francisco  Bay  Plan,  1969,  as 
amended;  http://wrww.bcdc. ca.gov/lawsj>lans/plans/sfbay_plan.shtml  (accessed  January  25,  201 1). 
Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Final  Environmental  Assessment,  Airport  Master  Plan  Improvements, 
San  Francisco  International  Airport,  Section  4.9,  "Biotic  Communities,"  October  1998. 
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Note:  SFO  is  in  the  process  of  updating  the  Federal 
Emergency  Management  Agency  (FEMA)  floodplain  map  to 
reflect  existing  conditions,  including  the  sea  walls  that  hav* 
been  constructed  along  the  perimeter  of  the  airport 


Source:  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency,  Preliminary  Flo 
Prepared  by:  Ricondo  &  Associates,  Inc.,  February  201 1 . 
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Source:  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency,  Preliminary  Flood  Insurance  Rate  Map  for  San  Mateo  County  April  18  2008 
Prepared  by:  Ricondo  &  Associates.  Inc.  Febmary2011.  /    k  . 
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Table  III-4  

Federal  and  State-Listed  Species  that  Have  Potential  to  Occur  within  the  Study  Area 


Species 

Common  and  Scientific  Names 
California  red-legged  frog 
Rana  draytonii 


San  Francisco  garter  snake 
namnopiiis  sirtalis  tetrataenia 


California  clapper  rail 
Rallus  longirostris 


Federal  Status     State  Status     Potential  for  Occurrence  in  Study  Area 


FT 


FE 


FE 


Green  sturgeon  (Southern  DPS) 
Acipenser  medirostris 

Longfin  smelt 
Spirinchus  tlialeichthys 

Chinook  salmon  (Sacramento  River 
winter-run  ESU) 
Oncortiynclius  tstiawytsctia 

Chinook  salmon  (Central  Valley 
spring-run  ESU) 
Oncorhynclius  tshawytscha 

Steelhead  (central  California  coast 
ESU) 

Oncoriiynchus  myl<iss 


FE 


FE 


FT 


FT 


—  Known  to  occur  on  the  Arport's  property  west  of 
U.S.  101  but  has  never  been  observed  nor  is 
expected  to  occur  east  of  U.S.  101  due  to  significant 
physical  barriers  to  dispersal  and  lack  of  suitable 
aquatic/upland  habitat. 

SE  Known  to  occur  on  the  Airport's  property  west  of 

U.S.  101  but  has  never  been  observed  nor  is 
expected  to  occur  east  of  U  S.  101  due  to  significant 
physical  barriers  to  dispersal  and  lack  of  suitable 
aquatic/upland  habitat. 

SE  Known  to  occur  near  Bay  Front  Park.  Four 

individuals  heard  calling  in  tidal  marsh  along 
southeastem  edge  of  airfield  on  October  12,  2010 
(field  observation).  Field  surveys  conducted  for  San 
Francisco  Estuary  Invasive  Spartina  Project 
detected  individuals  in  tidal  marsh  south  of 
Runway  1 R  in  2007,  2008,  and  2009. 

—  Individuals  may  occasionally  be  present  in  San 
Francisco  Bay  waters. 

ST  Species  likely  occurs  intermittently  in  San  Francisco 

Bay  waters. 

SE  Individuals  may  occasionally  be  present  in  San 

Francisco  Bay  waters 


ST  Individuals  may  occasionally  be  present  in  San 

Francisco  Bay  waters. 

—  Species  likely  occurs  intermittently  in  San  Francisco 

Bay  waters 


Notes: 

FE  =  federally  endangered;  FT  =  federally  threatened;  SE  =  State  endangered;  ST  =  State  threatened 

DPS  =  distinct  population  segment;  ESU  =  evolutionarily  significant  unit 

1/         Designated  as  California  Species  of  Special  Concern. 

21         Critical  habitat  designated  by  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 


Sources:  U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service,  Threatened  Endangered  Species  Database  http://ecos.fws.gov/iess_public  (acccs-sed  Januan,  24.  2(11 1  > 
(federal  status);  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Biogeographic  Data  Branch,  Natural  Diversity  Database.  Siau-  <$  Fi-Jcnilfy 
Listed  Endangered  &  Threatened  Animals  of  California,  January  201 1  (State  status);  LSA  Associates,  Inc..  Draft  Biological  AssrssmftU 
for  the  Runway  Safety  Area  Program,  March  201 1 . 

Prepared  by:      Ricondo  &  Associates,  Inc.,  April  201 1 . 


3.5        Public  Lands 

Section  4(f)  of  the  DOT  Act  of  1966,  which  was  recodified  and  renumbered  as  Section  .^()3(c), 
dictates  that,  for  any  program  or  project  undertaken  or  approved  by  ihe  U.S.  DOT.  impacis  lo  the  use 
of  any  publicly  owned  land  of  a  public  park;  recreation  area;  or  wildlife  and  waterfowl  retiigc  of 
national,  state,  or  local  significance;  or  land  from  a  historic  site  of  national,  state,  or  liKal 
significance  must  be  considered.  The  Act  prohibits  the  use  of  these  properties  for  iransportaiion 
purposes  unless  no  prudent  and  feasible  alternative  exists  and  all  ef  forts  have  been  made  to  minimi/e 
impacts. 
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No  parks  or  public  lands  protected  by  Section  4(f)  are  located  within  the  APE.  No  federal  or  State 
parks,  recreation  areas,  or  wildlife  and  waterfowl  refuges  are  located  within  the  Study  Area. 
However,  four  municipal  parks  and  one  regional  trail  are  located  within  the  Study  Area  (see  Table 
III-5).  Historic  resources  are  discussed  in  Section  3.6,  below. 


Table  III-5 


Public  Lands  Located  within  the  Study  Area 

Property  Name  Location  (City) 

Bay  Front  Park 

Bayside  Manor  Park 


Green  Hills  Park 
Marina  Vista  Park 
San  Francisco  Bay  Trail 


Millbrae  Avenue  and  Old  Bayshore  Highway 
(Millbrae) 

Lerida  Avenue  (Millbrae) 

Magnolia  Avenue  and  Ludeman  Lane 

Spruce  Avenue  and  Bay  Street  (Millbrae) 

Along  Old  Bayshore  Highway,  south  of  SFO 
(Millbrae);  along  San  Bruno  Avenue  (San  Bruno)' 
and  north  of  SFO  (South  San  Francisco)  " 


Park  Uses 


Walking  trail,  benches,  viewing 

Basketball  court,  playground,  and  open 
field 

Bocce  ball  court,  playground,  open  lawn, 
benches,  and  picnic  areas 

Basketball  court,  playground,  open  field, 
barbecue  and  picnic  areas 

Walking  and  biking  trail 


Notes: 
1/ 


Portions  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Trail  located  outside  of  the  Study  Area. 


Sources:  City  of  Millbrae,  Parks  Division;  http://www.ci. millbrae. ca. us/index. aspx?page=237  (accessed  January  25,  201 1);  City  of  San  Bruno, 
San  Bruno  Parks;  http://www.sanbruno.ca.gov/parks_main.html  (accessed  January  25,  2011);  San  Francisco  Bay  Trail, 
http://baytrail.abag.ca.gov/index.html,  (accessed  January  25,  201 1). 

Prepared  by:      Ricondo  &  Associates,  Inc.,  April  201 1 . 


3.6        Historic,  Archaeological,  Architectural,  and  Cultural  Resources 

Historic,  archaeological,  architectural,  and  cultural  resources  consist  of  prehistoric  and  historic  sites, 
districts,  structures,  artifacts,  or  any  other  physical  evidence  of  human  activity  considered  important 
to  culture,  subculture,  or  community  for  scientific,  traditional,  religious,  or  other  reasons. 

3.6.1       Archaeological  Resources 

Evidence  of  prehistoric  populations  on  the  San  Francisco  Peninsula  (which  includes  San  Mateo 
County  and  SFO)  date  to  circa  3,500  B.C.,  with  evidence  of  a  pre-Costanoan  presence  as  late  as  circa 
A.D.  850.  The  Califomian  Native  Americans  that  occupied  the  San  Francisco  Peninsula  at  the  time  of 
contact  with  European  explorers  are  known  as  the  Costanoan,  derived  from  the  Spanish  word 
"Costanos,"  meaning  coast  people.  No  native  name  for  the  Costanoan  people  as  a  whole  is  known  to 
have  existed  prior  to  contact  with  European  explorers.  The  Costanoans  were  probably  neither  a 
single  ethnic  group  nor  a  political  entity.  The  term  Costanoan  also  designates  a  family  of  eight 
languages. 

Archaeological  evidence  indicates  that  the  San  Francisco  Bay  region  was  used  intensively  during 
prehistoric  times;  the  region  was  environmentally  favorable,  with  a  variety  of  exploitable  resources 
from  the  Bay  and- the  nearby  foothills.  Perennial  and  intermittent  drainages  provided  potable  water 
and  riparian  resources.  Also,  north/south  travel  and  trade  was  accomplished  easily,  and  several 
passes  provided  access  to  the  interior  San  Andreas  rift  valleys.  Hunting  and  gathering  systems  were 
the  basis  of  the  native  populations'  subsistence  activities.  Groups  went  out  from  the  main  villages  to 
temporary  camps  within  their  territory  to  exploit  the  various  seasonally  available  resources. 
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Research  indicates  that  intensive  use  of  plant  foods  (hazelnuts,  acorns,  tubers,  and  grasses),  as  well  as 
the  exploitation  of  marine  and  land  animal  resources  were  the  basis  for  native  diets. 

Little  of  the  prehistoric  social  and  religious  organization  and  structure  is  known  from  the 
San  Francisco  Bay  archaeological  record.  Ethnographic  information  suggests  that  clusters  of 
extended  families  lived  habitually  in  the  same  area  under  a  "chief  or  headman.  While  prehistoric 
archaeological  sites  are  located  west  of  U.S.  Highway  101,  particularly  in  the  vicinity  of  San  Bruno, 
Crystal  Springs,  and  Mills  Creeks  and  on  San  Bruno  Mountain,  no  archaeological  resources  are 
documented  within  the  Study  Area.  Moreover,  none  of  the  bay-oriented  prehistoric  shellmound 
(refuse)  sites  recorded  in  1909  or  mound  sites  recorded  from  1896  to  1936,  lie  within  the  Study 
Area.^^ 

3.6.2       Historic,  Architectural,  and  Cultural  Resources 

The  Airport  has  undergone  continual  development  and  redevelopment  since  the  Central  Terminal 
building  was  constructed  in  1954.  As  a  result,  several  studies  related  to  historic,  architectural,  and 
cultural  resources  have  been  completed  in  relation  to  these  development  projects,  many  of  which  date 
to  recent  decades.  A  brief  overview  of  the  most  recent  and  relevant  documents  is  provided  below, 
focusing  on  historic,  architectural,  and  cultural  resource  studies  completed  for  SFO  and  the 
immediate  environment  within  the  past  20  years. 

The  earhest  comprehensive  architectural  inventory  at  SFO  was  completed  in  1991.  This  inventory 
was  undertaken  as  part  of  the  1991  SFO  Master  Plan  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR).'  It 
was  concluded  that  all  built  resources  at  SFO  were  constructed  after  1 946  (meaning  they  were  less 
than  45  years  old  at  the  time  of  the  inventory'^)  except  for  four  properties:  U.S.  Coast  Guard  .\'\r 
Station  San  Francisco,  which  was  built  in  the  late  1930s  and  early  1940s;  Building  958'  ',  a  late  1930s 
hangar  that  was  referred  to  as  the  "Flying  Tiger"  building;  Building  1000;  and  the  "Val  Boiler 
House."  It  was  determined  that  none  of  these  properties  qualifies  for  listing  in  the  National  Register 
of  Historic  Places  (NRHP).'" 

The  1991  SFO  Master  Plan  EIR  findings  were  updated  in  a  1997  memorandum,  repeating  the 
conclusion  that  the  four  pre-1946  properties  identified  in  the  inventory  did  not  qualify  for  listing  in 
the  NRHP,  and  adding  that  they  were  also  not  considered  to  be  historic  under  California 
Envirormiental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  guidelines.  This  memorandum,  completed  for  the  1998  SFO 
Master  Plan  EA^',  also  stated  that  none  of  the  remaining  post- 1946  buildings  at  Sl-O  appeared 


Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.,  San  Francisco  International  Airport  Master  Plan  Final  Fnvironmenial  InifHul 
Report  -  Volume  I:  Text,  "Environmental  Setting:  Cultural  Resources",  certified  by  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco. 
May  28,  1992,  pp.  183-184. 

This  inventory  was  completed  under  contract  with  David  Chavez  &  Associates,  which,  in  luni.  was  under  contract  lo 

Environmental  Science  Associates.  David  Chavez  &  Associates.  "Cultural  Resource  I  valuaimn  lor  the  San  Francisco 

International  Airport  Master  Plan  EIR,  San  Mateo  County,  Calilbmia."  August          revised  l  ebniar>'  1  Wl 

Although  national  standards  dictate  the  general  use  of  50  years  as  the  mininuiin  lor  qualilyuig  as  a  polcniially  hislonc 

resource,  the  45-year  cutoff  date  is  typical  of  California  standards  and  accounts  for  a  .'»-year  delay  m  plannuig  and  a-Mcw 

processes. 

Building  958  and  the  Flying  Tiger  building  existed  at  the  time  of  ihe  1 99 1  inventory,  but  have  since  been  demolished. 

JRP  Historical  Consulting  Services,  Historic  Architectural  Siinev  Report  Riinwav  Recon/if;iiration  at  SFIA.  November 

2001,  p.  6.  Although  it  includes  multiple  buildings,  the  Air  Station  was  treated  as  a  single  property. 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  Federal  Aviation  Administration.  Final  Fnvironmental  Assessment.  Airfwrt  Mtvster  Plan 
Improvements,  San  Francisco  International  Airport.  San  Francisco,  California,  October  2008. 
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eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  NRHP.  Other  buildings  on  the  SFO  campus  were  also  reviewed  as 
potential  historic  resources  during  preparation  of  the  1998  Airport  Master  Plan  EA: 

The  oldest  major  building  at  [San  Francisco  International  Airport]  is  the  existing 
Central  Terminal  building,  which  was  initially  constructed  in  1954.  The  structure  has 
been  remodeled  and  expanded  on  numerous  occasions  throughout  its  history  so  that  it 
has  not  maintained  the  integrity  necessary  to  consider  it  a  historic  building.  The  most 
recent  remodeling  of  the  Central  Terminal  occurred  in  1986.  Examples  of  expansions 
to  the  Central  Terminal  include  the  South  Terminal  (built  in  1 962  and  remodeled  in 
1990),  the  North  Terminal  (built  in  1979),  and  the  parking  garage  and  roadway 
system.  The  current  appearance  of  the  Central  Terminal  is  very  different  from  the 
appearance  of  the  structure  in  1954. 

The  only  other  building  at  [San  Francisco  International  Airport]  that  will  be  at  least 
50  years  old  at  the  end  of  the  master  planning  period  (2006)  is  the  UAL  [United 
Airlines]  Maintenance  Center  (initially  constructed  in  1 954).  The  UAL  Maintenance 
Center  has  been  expanded  several  times  since  1 954  (most  recently  in  1 980)  and  has 
not  maintained  any  historic  integrity.^^ 

In  1998,  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  initiated  an  inventory  and  evaluation  of  Air  Station  San  Francisco, 
which  was  unrelated  to  any  previous  or  concurrent  SFO  study.^"*  It  was  concluded  that  the  property 
qualified  for  listing  in  the  NRHP  as  a  historic  district.  A  representative  of  the  California  Office  of 
Historic  Preservation  concurred  with  these  findings  for  Air  Station  San  Francisco  on  October  25, 

1998.'' 

Terminal  2,  previously  known  as  the  Central  Terminal  and  the  International  Terminal,  is  located  on 
the  east  side  of  the  terminal  complex,  between  Terminals  1  and  3.  The  existing  ATCT  is  integrated 
with  the  Terminal  2  structure.  The  Terminal  2  building  has  been  extensively  renovated  from  an 
international  terminal  to  a  domestic  terminal  and  opened  in  April  2011.  The  first  two  levels  of  the 
terminal  building  are  connected  with  and  used  for  passenger  terminal  areas.  The  ATCT  facilities  are 
located  on  Levels  6  through  1 1,  as  discussed  earlier  in  Section  1.2.  The  1984  ATCT  cab,  located  on 
Level  11,  provides  clear  views  of  the  airfield  and  adjacent  airspace.  Flat  roof  surfaces  top  most  other 
portions  of  Terminal  2,  and  the  original  1954  ATCT  cab  is  integrated  along  the  eastern  side  of  the 
building  at  Level  8. 

According  to  information  on  historic  properties  from  the  CCSF,  published  on  the  National  Park 
Service's  (NPS)  National  Register  Information  System  (NRIS);  information  from  the  State  Office  of 
Historic  Preservation's  California  Register  of  Historical  Resources;  and  information  from  the 
Northwest  Information  Center,  Sonoma  State  University,  no  known  historic,  cultural,  or 
archaeological  sites  exist  within  the  APE.  The  only  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  eligible 
property  close  to  the  APE  is  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard's  Air  Station  San  Francisco.  The  U.S.  Coast 
Guard's  Air  Station  was  determined  to  be  ehgible  as  a  National  Register  Historic  District  in  1999. 


David  Chavez  &  Associates,  Cultural  Resource  Consultants,  memorandum  to  Environmental  Science  Associates  July  3, 
1997,  as  discussed  in  JRP  Historical  Consulting  Services,  Historic  Architectural  Survey  Report:  Runway  Reconfiguration  at 
SFIA,  November  2001,  p.  6. 

Envirormiental  Scfencc  Associates,  Report  on  Cultural  Resources  at  SFIA  and  Effects  of  Proposed  Master  Plan,  1 997,  as 
quoted  in  JRP  Historical  Consulting  Services,  Historic  Architectural  Survey  Report:  Runway  Reconfiguration  at  SFIA, 
November  2001,  p.  8. 

Air  Station  San  Francisco  is  a  late  ]930s-era  U.S.  Coast  Guard  Air  Station.  Although  it  is  bordered  on  two  sides  by  Airport 
property,  the  property  is  owned  by  the  federal  government  and  is  not  part  of  SFO,  legally  or  operationally. 
Cherilyn  Widell,  U.S.  Coast  Guard,  letter  to  Susan  Boyle,  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer,  October  19,  1998;  as  noted  in 
JRP  Historical  Consulting  Services,  Historic  Architectural  Survey  Report:  Runway  Reconfiguration  at  SFIA,  November 
2001,  p.  11. 
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The  historic  district  is  adjacent  to  the  Airport  on  the  north  side  and  is  located  more  than  1  mile  from 
the  APE  for  the  proposed  project.  The  existing  ATCT  is  just  over  1  mile  (1.07  miles)  southeast  of 
the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  Air  Station.  The  proposed  ATCT  would  be  located  1.12  miles  southeast  of  the 
U.S.  Coast  Guard  Air  Station. 

3.7        Past,  Present,  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Future  Actions 

Cumulative  impacts  to  environmental  resources  result  from  incremental  effects  of  future  actions 
combined  with  other  past,  present,  and  planned  projects  in  the  area.  Cumulative  impacts  can  result 
from  individually  mmor,  but  collectively  substantial,  actions  undertaken  over  a  period  of  time  by 
various  agencies  (federal,  state,  and  local)  or  individuals.  In  accordance  with  NEPA,  a  discussion  of 
cumulative  impacts  resulting  from  projects  that  are  proposed,  under  construction,  recently  completed, 
or  planned  for  implementation  in  the  near  fiiture,  is  required.  For  purposes  of  this  analysis,  projects 
implemented  within  the  last  5  years  or  proposed  to  be  implemented  within  the  next  5  years  located 
within  1-mile  of  the  proposed  ATCT  location  were  identified  (see  Table  III-6). 
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San  Francisco  International  Airport 


nvironmental  Consequences 


The  potential  environmental  consequences  associated  with  the  No  Action  and  the  Proposed  Action 
alternatives  are  discussed  in  this  chapter.  The  environmental  categories  evaluated,  as  specified  in 
FAA  Order  1050. IE,'  are  as  follows: 

Noise 

Compatible  Land  Use 

Socioeconomic  Impacts,  Environmental  Justice,  and  Children's  Health  and  Safety  Risks 

•  Secondary  (Induced)  Impacts 
Air  Quality 

Water  Quality 

Wetlands 

Floodplains 

•  Coastal  Resources 

•  Fish,  Wildlife,  and  Plants 

•  Department  of  Transportation  Act,  Section  4(f) 

•  Historic,  Archaeological,  Architectural,  and  Cultural  Resources 

•  Light  Emissions  and  Visual  Impacts 
Natural  Resources  and  Energy  Supply 

Hazardous  Materials,  Pollution  Prevention,  and  Solid  Waste 

•  Construction  Impacts 

•  Cumulative  Impacts 

The  following  environmental  resources  are  not  present  within  the  Study  Area  and,  therefore,  would 
not  be  affected  by  the  No  Action  or  Proposed  Action  alternatives:  farmlands  and  wild  and  scenic 
rivers. 


A  determination  of  the  potential  noise  effects  of  a  project  is  based  on  evaluating  the  noise  exposure 
expected  to  result  from  aviation  activities  related  to  the  project  on  individuals  and  noise  scnsiti\c 
land  uses.  Noise  exposure  expected  to  result  from  both  the  No  Action  and  Proposed  Action 
alternatives  would  be  compared  during  the  same  timeframes.  The  methodolog\  to  be  used  ui 
conducting  aircraft  noise  analyses  is  established  in  FAA  Order  1050. IE.  The  FAA  has  determined 
that  the  cumulative  noise  exposure  of  individuals  resulting  from  aircraft  noise  must  be  established  mi 
terms  of  the  yearly  day-night  average  sound  level  (DNL)  metric." 

No  changes  to  existing  air  traffic  patterns  or  aircraft  movement  areas  uxniki  ikxiu  uiuler  the 
Proposed  Action  compared  with  the  No  Action  alternative.  Additionally,  the  Pri>|iose(.i  Act  ion  would 
not  result  in  a  change  in  the  number  or  type  of  aircraft  operations  at  the  Airpin  t  compared  w  ilh  the 
No  Action  alternative.  Thus,  no  change  to  areas  exposed  to  signillcant  le\  els  of  aircraft  noise  ni  the 
Airport  environs  would  occur  under  the  Proposed  Action  compared  with  the  No  Action  alternati\c. 


U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  Federal  Aviation  Admmislralion.  Ouicr  1()."^0,IH.  Environmental  hn/Hicts 

Policies'  and  Procedures,  Change  1,  effective  March  20,  2()()(i. 

The  FAA  definition  of  "significance"  is  specified  using  the  day-niglil  average  sound  lc\el  (DM  )  inclric.  The 
FAA  recognizes  the  use  of  the  Community  Noise  Equivalent  Level  (CNHL)  for  aircrall  noi.sc  evaluations  in 
Cahfornia.   See  FAA  Order  1050.  II',  Appendix  A,  Section  14  for  l  AA's  acceptance  of  CNHL  as  a  suitable 

substitute  for  DNL. 
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San  Francisco  International  Airport 


Exhibit  IV-1  depicts  the  65  decibel  (dB)  Community  Noise  Equivalent  Level  (CNEL)  noise 
exposure  area  for  the  Airport  in  2010;  Exhibit  IV-2  depicts  the  projected  2018  65  dB  CNEL  noise 
exposure  area  under  both  the  No  Action  and  Proposed  Action  alternatives.  The  projected  2018 
CNEL  noise  contours  represent  anticipated  conditions  at  the  Airport  three  years  after  implementation 
of  the  Proposed  Action.  The  assumptions  utilized  in  the  formulation  of  the  noise  contours  can  be 
found  in  Appendix  B. 

4.2        Compatible  Land  Use 

According  to  Appendix  A  of  14  CFR  Part  150,  Airport  Noise  Compatibility  Planning,^  and  FAA 
Advisory  Circular  150/5020-1,  Noise  Control  and  Compatibility  Planning  for  Airports!^  a  proposed 
action  is  considered  to  have  a  significant  impact  on  land  use  compatibility  if  it  causes  significant 
increases  in  noise  exposure  over  residential  or  other  noise-sensitive  land  uses,  such  as  schools,  parks, 
and  historic  buildings,  within  areas  exposed  to  aircraft  noise  of  DNL  65  or  higher,  or  65  dB  CNEL  or 
higher.  CNEL  is  an  acceptable  substitution  for  DNL  as  recognized  by  the  FAA  for  aircraft  noise 
evaluations  in  California.  The  Proposed  Action  would  not  result  in  any  change  in  areas  exposed  to 
significant  levels  of  aircraft  noise  in  the  Airport  environs  when  compared  to  the  No  Action 
alternative  (see  Section  4.1). 

FAA  Order  1050. IE  also  requires  that  documentation  must  be  included  to  support  the  required 
airport  sponsor's  assurance  under  49  U.S.C.  47107(a)(10)  that  appropriate  action,  including  the 
adoption  of  zoning  laws,  has  been  or  will  be  taken,  to  the  extent  reasonable,  to  promote 
airport/community  land  use  compatibility  (see  Appendix  C).  The  proposed  ATCT  site  is  located  on 
Airport  property,  within  unincorporated  San  Mateo  County.  The  San  Mateo  County  General  Plan 
identifies  the  Airport  property  as  "Airport,  Transportation  Related."^  The  existing  and  proposed  uses 
of  the  site  for  the  relocated  ATCT  are  consistent  with  this  General  Plan  land  use  designation.  The 
Airport  and  the  proposed  ATCT  site  are  zoned  as  "M-1,  Light  Industrial  District."^'^  Efforts  to 
promote  Airport/community  land  use  compatibility  are  summarized  below. 

4.2.1       San  Mateo  County  Comprehensive  Airport  Land  Use  Compatibility  Plan 

In  1967,  the  California  legislature  adopted  legislation  requiring  the  establishment  of  airport  land  use 
commissions  in  all  counties  containing  an  airport  served  by  a  scheduled  airline  or  with  one  or  more 
airports  serving  the  general  public.^  Each  airport  land  use  commission  is  responsible  for  developing 
an  airport  land  use  compatibihty  plan  (ALUCP)  that,  "...will  provide  for  the  orderly  growth  of  each 
public  airport  and  the  area  surrounding  the  airport  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  commission,  and  will 
safeguard  the  general  welfare  of  the  inhabitants  within  the  vicinity  of  the  airport  and  the  public  in 
general."^ 


14  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  Part  \  50,  Airport  Noise  Compatibility  Planning,  January  18,  1985,  as  amended. 
U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Advisory  Circular  150/5020-1,  Noise 
Control  and  Compatibility  Planning  for  Airports,  August  5,  1983. 

San  Mateo  County,  Building  and  Planning  Department,  North  County  Area  San  Mateo  County  General  Plan, 
Land  Use  (undated);  http://www.sforoundtable.org/P&B/pb_general_plan.html  (accessed  January  20,  201 1). 
San  Mateo  County,  Building  and  Planning  Department,  Zoning  Maps  for  Unincorporated  San  Mateo  County; 
http://www.sforoundtable.org/P&B/pb_zoning_maps.htmI  (accessed  January  20,  201 1). 

San  Mateo  County,  Building  and  Planning  Division,  Environmental  Services  Agency,  Zoning  Regulations,  July 
1999. 

California  Public  Utilities  Code,  Sections  21670-21679.5. 
California  Public  Utilities  Code,  Section  2 1675. (a). 
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Sources:  San  Mateo  County,  Planning  and  Development  Division 
City  of  South  San  Francisco,  General  Plan,  1999;  City  of 
Prepared  by:  Ricondo  &  Associates,  Inc.,  March  201 1. 
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Sources,  San  ^^^5'^°^°™'^;  ^'^=^^"^9 g^^^^^^^'^^^"'  f^"  °^™'^'        ^and  Use.  July  2009;  City  of  Burlingame,  General  Plan,  April  2000;  City  of  Millbrae,  General  Plan,  November  2008' 

Prepared  by  Ricondo&Assodales.  Inc,  March  201 1  ^008;  SridgeNet  International,  201 1  (noise  contours). 
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Sources:  San  Mateo  County.  Planning  and  Development  Division,  Nortti  County  Area  San  Mateo  County  General  Plan,  Land  Use,  July  2009;  City  of  Burlingame,  General  Plan.  April  2000;  City  of  Millbrae.  General 

City  of  South  San  Frandsco,  General  Plan,  1999;  City  of  San  Bnjno,  General  Plan,  December  2008;  BridgeNet  International,  201 1  (noise  contours). 
Prepared  by:  Ricondo  &  Associates,  Inc.,  March  201 1.  
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The  City/County  Association  of  Governments  of  San  Mateo  County  (C/CAG)  is  the  Airport  Land 
Use  Commission  responsible  for  developing  the  ALUCP  for  San  Francisco  International  Airport. 
The  last  plan  adopted  by  the  C/CAG  is  the  San  Mateo  County  Comprehensive  Aij-port  Land  Use 
Compatibility  Plan  (CLUP)  dated  December  1996.  The  San  Mateo  County  CLUP  contains  land  use 
plans  for  SFO,  as  well  as  for  Half  Moon  Bay  and  San  Carlos  Airports.  As  of  February  201 1,  the 
C/CAG  is  in  the  process  of  updating  the  CLUP  for  SFO.  The  1996  SFO  Land  Use  Plan  contains 
seven  elements  that  address  Airport/aircraft  noise  reduction: 

1.  SFO  aircraft  noise  monitoring  system.  Airport  management  is  required  by  the  State  of 
California  to  monitor  airport  noise  and  the  County  of  San  Mateo  is  required  to  review  the 
Airport's  noise  monitoring  data  and  enforce  the  State  noise  standards.  Currently,  29  noise 
monitoring  sites  are  located  in  communities  surrounding  the  Airport. '° 

2.  Aircraft  noise  contours.  SFO  management  prepares  aircraft  noise  contours  to  comply  with 
both  FAA  and  State  of  California  requirements.  The  aircraft  noise  exposure  maps  identify 
those  areas  subjected  to  aircraft  noise  of  65  dB  CNEL  and  higher. 

3.  Aircraft  noise/land  use  standards.  Aircraft  noise/land  use  compatibility  standards  were 
developed  for  the  SFO  environs  (see  Table  IV-1).  The  compatibility  standards  indicate  if  a 
proposed  land  use  is  "compatible,"  "conditionally  compatible,"  or  "incompatible"  with 
varying  noise  exposure  levels. 

4.  SFO  noise  abatement  regulation,  as  amended.  The  San  Francisco  Airport  Commission  has 
instituted  a  regulation  to  "provide  for  the  continual  reduction  of  cumulative  noise  resulting 
from  aircraft  operations"  at  SFO."  The  noise  abatement  regulation  requires  all  aircraft 
operating  at  the  Airport  to  be  Stage  3  aircraft,'^  encourages  aircraft  operators  to  use  ground 
power  and  air  sources  whenever  practicable,  restricts  runups  of  mounted  aircraft  engines 
between  the  hours  of  10:00  p.m.  and  7:00  a.m.,  and  encourages  the  use  of  established  noise 
abatement  procedures  between  the  hours  of  1 1 :00  p.m.  and  7:00  a.m.'^ 

5.  SFO  variance  from  the  State  noise  standards.  Title  21  of  the  California  Code  of 
Regulations  requires  that  any  airport  with  incompatible  land  uses  within  the  65  dB  CNEL 
noise  contour  must  apply  for  and  receive  a  variance  from  the  State  noise  standards.  The 
variance  contains  conditions  with  which  Airport  management  must  comply,  including 
meeting  with  the  SFO/Community  Roundtable  (see  below),  managing  a  noise  abatement 
program,  and  continuing  a  policy  of  not  shifting  noise  from  one  community  to  another. 

6.  Aircraft  noise  insulation  program  -  The  FAA  and  the  San  Francisco  Airport  Commission 
have  jointly  funded  an  aircraft  noise  insulation  program.   Since  1983,  the  CCSF  has  spent 


SFO      Noise     Abatement     Office,     Accomplishments     cwcl     Histoty:      hllp:  \^  \\\^  .llyqlllct^U>  (.  i>in 

faq_pdfs/SFOANAO_Accomplishmcnts  History  FAQ  200906. pdf  (accessed  February  4.  201  I ). 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Airport  Commission,  Rules  ami  Regulations.  San  Francisco  International 

Airport,  November  2009. 

Stage  3  aircraft  are  those  aircraft  certificated  by  llie  FAA  as  complyiiii;  willi  llic  noise  levels  prescribed  in 
14CFR  Part  36,  Noise  Standards:  Aircraft  Type  and  Airuortliincss  C'crii/'ication.  Appendix  (",  Section 
36.5(a)(3),  or  is  certificated  in  accordance  with  Chapter  3  of  Annex  16  to  Article  37  of  the  Inlemalional  C"ivil 
Aviation  Organization  Convention. 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Airport  Commission,  "Noise  Abatement  Regulation."  Rules  and  Regulations. 

San  Francisco  international  Airport,  November  2009. 


Environmental  Assessment 
Environmental  Consequences 


IV-7 


April  2011 
DRAFT 


San  Francisco  International  Airport 


$153  million  to  insulate  over  15,000  homes,  eight  churches,  and  seven  schools  from  aircraft 
noise  at  SFO.^^ 

7.  SFO/Community  Roundtable  -  The  SFO/Community  Roundtable  was  created  in  1981  to 
address  aircraft  noise  impacts  in  communities  near  the  Airport.  The  Roundtable  monitors  the 
noise  mitigation  program  and  provides  the  public  with  direct  access  to  local  elected  officials, 
Airport  management,  FAA  representatives,  and  airline  representatives  to  address  aircraft 


noise  issues. 


Table  IV-I 


Aircraft  Noise/Land  Use  Compatibility  Standards  for  SFO  Comprehensive  Airport  Land  Use  Compatibility 
Plan  Area 

Community  Noise 
Exposure  Level  (CNEL) 
Land  Use  Range  (dB) 

Residential  Less  than  65 

65  to  70 

Over  70 

Commercial  Less  than  70 

70  to  80 
Over  80 

Industrial  Less  than  75 

75  to  85 
Over  85 

Open  Less  than  75 

Over  75 


General  Land  Use  Criteria 

Compatible 
Conditionally  Compatible 
Incompatible 
Compatible 
Conditionally  Compatible 
Incompatible  ^' 
Compatible 
Conditionally  Compatible 
Incompatible  ^' 

Compatible 
Incompatible  ^' 


Notes: 

Compatible  =  Little  noise  impact  and  no  special  noise  insulation  requirements  for  new  construction. 

Conditionally  Compatible  =  New  construction  or  development  should  be  undertaken  only  after  an  analysis  of  noise 

reduction  requirements  and  noise  insulation  features  have  been  included  in  design. 

Incompatible  =  New  construction  or  development  should  not  be  undertaken. 

CNEL  is  an  acceptable  substitution  for  DNL  as  recognized  by  the  FAA  for  aircraft  noise  evaluations  in  California. 

1/         Unless  related  to  airport  activities  or  services.  Conventional  construction  will  generally  be  inadequate  and 

special  noise  insulation  features  should  be  included  in  construction. 
2/         Land  uses  involving  concentrations  of  people  (spectator  sports  and  some  recreational  facilities)  or  of 

animals  (livestock  farming  and  animal  breeding)  should  generally  be  avoided. 

Source:     City/County  Association  of  Governments  of  San  Mateo  County,  San  Mateo  County  Comprehensive  Airport  Land  Use  Compatibility 

Plan,  December  1 996. 
Prepared  by:      Ricondo  &  Associates,  Inc.,  January  2011 . 


4.2.2       Local  Noise  Compatibility  Policies 

In  addition  to  the  land  use  compatibility  plans  defined  in  the  San  Mateo  County  CLUP,  the  general 
plans  of  the  jurisdictions  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Airport  contain  policies  related  to  noise  and  land  use 
compatibility,  further  demonstrating  efforts  to  promote  the  compatibility  of  SFO  with  its  surrounding 
communities.  A  summary  of  these  policies  is  provided  in  Table  IV-2. 


SFO  Noise  Abatement  Office,  Accomplishments  and  History;  http://www.flyquietsfo.com/ 
faq_pdfs/SFO AN AO_Accomplishments_History_FAQ_200906.pdf  (accessed  February  4,  201 1). 
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Table  IV-2 


Noise  Policies  Contained  in  the  General  Plans  of  Surrounding  Jurisdictions 


Jurisdiction 


San  IVIateo  County 


City  of  Burlingame 
City  of  IVIillbrae 


City  of  San  Bruno 


City  of  South!  San  Francisco 


Noise-Related  Polices 


•  Reduce  transportation-related  noise. 

•  Adopt  the  1995  aircraft  noise  exposure  contours  to  guide  land  use 
compatibility  decisions  in  unincorporated  San  Mateo  County. 

•  Develop  and  adopt  noise/land  use  compatibility  regulations  and  noise 
insulation  requirements. 

•  Support  and  encourage  FAA  and  SFO  noise  reduction  efforts. 

•  Limit  land  uses  at  ends  of  runways. 

•  Regulate  location  and  height  of  development  surrounding  airports. 

The  Noise  Element  of  the  City's  General  Plan  contains  policy  goals  to  reduce 
annoying  levels  of  noise  and  to  implement  an  airport  noise  surveillance 
program. 

The  Noise  Element  of  the  City's  General  Plan  has  two  primary  concerns: 

•  Protecting  the  City's  existing  neighborhoods  and  commercial  areas  to 
provide  a  basis  for  enforcing  noise  standards  to  minimize  the  intrusive 
effects  of  nuisance  or  single-event  noise  sources  (such  as  aircraft, 
construction  noise,  amplified  music)  on  the  day-to-day  quality  of  life  in 
Millbrae. 

•  Assuring  that  new  development  is  done  appropriately  by  integrating  noise 
considerations  with  the  Land  Use  and  Circulation  Elements,  and  evaluating 
the  impacts  and  appropriateness  of  new  development  and  redevelopment 
with  the  noise  environment  of  the  City. 

The  Noise  Element  also  contains  noise  standards  for  new  development  and 
redevelopment  projects. 

The  Health  and  Safety  Element  of  the  City's  General  Plan  contains  noise 
standards  for  areas  outside  of  the  areas  affected  by  Airport  noise.  The  City  of 
San  Bruno  utilizes  the  CLUP  SFO  airport  land  use  compatibility  standards  for 
land  within  the  area  exposed  to  60  dB  CNEL  or  greater. 

The  City  has  adopted  land  use  criteria  for  noise-affected  areas  that  are 
consistent  with  the  San  Mateo  County  CLUP  airport  land  use  compatibility 
standards  for  SFO.  The  City  has  also  adopted  guiding  policies  related  to  noise, 
as  follows: 

•  Protect  public  health  and  welfare  by  eliminating  or  minimizing  the  effects  of 
existing  noise  problems,  and  by  preventing  increased  noise  levels  in  the 
future. 

•  Continue  efforts  to  incorporate  noise  considerations  into  land  use  planning 
decisions,  and  guide  the  location  and  design  of  transportation  facilities  to 
minimize  the  effects  of  noise  on  adjacent  land  uses. 


Sources:    San  Mateo  County,  California,  Department  of  liiivironivienial  Managenieni.  I'l.iMiiinu  ;inil  Hiiikling  Division.  Ocm  nil  rUm.  Policirs. 

November  1986;  City  of  Burlingame,  General  Plan.  Noixc  Element,  adopteii  liy  C  ity  Council  Resolution  6'>-75.  September  15.  1975; 

City  of  Millbrae,  General  Plan,  Noise  Elemenl.  adopted  November  24,  1998:  City  of  San  Bnino.  Gviwral  Plan.  Health  ami  .Wen 

Element.     December    2008;    and    City    of    South    San    l-raneisco.    South    San    l'ranci.\a>    Gcmiol    Pl,w.  undated. 

http://www.ci.ssfca. us/index. aspx?NID=360,  accessed  February  3.  201 1. 
Prepared  by:      Ricondo  &  Associates,  Inc.,  Febniary  201 1 . 
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4.2.3  Summary 

The  No  Action  alternative  would  not  result  in  any  construction  or  other  changes  to  the  Airport.  The 
Proposed  Action  is  consistent  with  the  San  Mateo  County  General  Plan  and  zoning  designations  for 
the  Airport,  and  would  not  result  in  any  increase  in  aircraft  noise  exposure  to  surrounding 
communities  when  compared  with  the  No  Action  alternative.  Thus,  neither  alternative  would 
conflict  with  applicable  plans.  A  land  use  compatibility  assurance  letter  from  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco  is  included  in  Appendix  C,  stating  that  the  CCSF  remains  committed  to  working  with 
surrounding  jurisdictions  to  promote  compatibility  between  the  Airport  and  the  local  communities. 

4.3        Socioeconomic  Impacts,  Environmental  Justice,  and  Children's 
Health  and  Safety  Risks 

4.3.1  Socioeconomic  Impacts 

In  accordance  with  FAA  Order  1050. IE,  socioeconomic  impacts  were  evaluated  for  each  alternative 
to  determine  whether  they  would  cause  residential  or  business  relocations,  division  or  disruption  of 
established  communities,  alteration  of  surface  transportation  patterns,  disruption  of  orderly  plarmed 
development,  or  appreciable  change  in  employment. 

The  No  Action  alternative  would  not  result  in  any  residential  or  business  relocations,  division  or 
disruption  of  established  communities,  alteration  of  surface  transportation  patterns,  disruption  of 
orderly  plarmed  development,  or  appreciable  change  in  employment. 

The  proposed  ATCT  site  is  located  on  Airport  property  in  an  area  where  no  existing  housing  has 
been  developed  or  residential  population  is  located.  The  Proposed  Action  would  not  result  in  any 
residential  relocations,  division  or  disruption  of  established  communities,  disruption  of  orderly 
planned  development,  or  appreciable  change  in  employment.  Construction  of  the  ATCT  would  result 
in  a  temporary  increase  in  construction  jobs,  but  the  number  of  jobs  is  not  anticipated  to  be 
significant. 

4.3.2  Environmental  Justice 

On  February  1 1,  1994,  Executive  Order  12898,  Federal  Actions  to  Address  Environmental  Justice  in 
Minority  Populations  and  Low-Income  Populations,  was  signed  requiring 

"to  the  greatest  extent  practicable  and  permitted  by  law... each  federal  agency  shall  make 
achieving  environmental  justice  a  part  of  its  mission  by  identifying  and  addressing,  as 
appropriate,  disproportionately  high  adverse  human  health  or  environmental  effects  of  its 
programs,  policies,  and  activities  on  minority  and  low-income  populations  in  the  United 
States." 

The  Presidential  Memorandum  accompanying  the  Executive  Order  directed  federal  agencies  to: 

Analyze  the  environmental  effects  (health,  economic,  and  social)  of  proposed  actions, 
including  such  effects  on  minority  and  low-income  communities,  when  such  analysis  is 
required  by  NEPA; 

•  Address  the  significant  adverse  effects  of  any  mitigation  measures  outlined  or  analyzed  in  an 
EA,  environmental  impact  statement  (EIS),  or  ROD  on  minority  and  low-income 
communities;  and 

Provide  opportunities  for  community  input  in  the  NEPA  process,  including  identifying 
potential  effects  and  mitigation  measures  in  consultation  with  affected  communities. 
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improving  the  accessibility  of  meetings,  and  providing  access  to  crucial  documents  and 
notices. 

The  proposed  ATCT  site  is  located  on  Airport  property  in  an  area  where  no  existing  housing  has 
been  developed  and  no  residential  population  is  located.  The  No  Action  and  Proposed  Action 
alternatives  would  not  create  disproportionately  high  and  adverse  human  health  or  environmental 
effects  on  minority  and  low-income  populations  as  a  result  of  their  programs,  policies,  and  activities. 

4.3.3       Children's  Health  and  Safety  Risks 

Executive  Order  13045,  Protection  of  Children  from  Environmental  Health  Risks  and  Safety  Risks. 
stipulates  that  each  federal  agency  "(a)  shall  make  it  a  high  priority  to  identify  and  assess 
environmental  health  risks  and  safety  risks  that  may  disproportionately  affect  children;  and  (b)  shall 
ensure  that  its  policies,  programs,  activities,  and  standards  address  disproportionate  risks  to  children 
that  result  from  environmental  health  risks  or  safety  risks."  The  proposed  ATCT  site  is  located  on 
Airport  property  in  an  area  where  no  existing  housing  has  been  developed  or  residential  population  is 
located.  Thus,  neither  the  No  Action  nor  the  Proposed  Action  alternative  would  have  an  adverse 
effect  on  the  health  or  safety  of  children. 

4.4  Secondary  (Induced)  Impacts 

Airport  actions  can  involve  the  potential  for  secondary  (or  induced)  impacts  on  surrounding 
communities.  Examples  of  these  impacts  include  shifts  in  patterns  of  population  mo\  cmcnt  and 
growth,  public  service  demands,  and  changes  in  business  and  economic  activity  to  the  extent 
influenced  by  airport  development. 

There  would  be  no  effect  on  population  or  public  service  demand  associated  with  implementation  of 
the  No  Action  or  Proposed  Action  alternative.  The  Proposed  Action  would  have  no  impact  on 
performance  objectives  of  police  protection,  fire  protection,  schools,  parks,  or  other  public  scr\  ice 
facilities.  The  Proposed  Action  would  not  generate  any  increase  in  the  number  of  students  or  number 
of  park  users.  The  Proposed  Action  would  not  result  in  additional  police  or  fire  protection  serv  ices 
compared  to  existing  conditions.  Therefore,  no  impact  to  these  public  services  would  be  anticipated. 

4.5  Air  Quality 

The  primary  sources  of  guidance  for  assessing  potential  air  quality  effects  are  FAA  Orders  1 050.  IF 
and  the  Air  Quality  Procedures  for  Civilian  Airports  and  Air  Force  Bases  (Airport  .Air  Quality 
Handbook).'^  Typically,  an  emissions  inventory  is  prepared  for  each  reasonable  alternative, 
including  the  No  Action  alternative.  Additional  analyses,  including  dispersion  modeling  or  roadway 
intersection  hot  spot  analyses,  are  not  typically  required  if  the  estimated  emissions  of  each  criteria 
pollutant  would  not  exceed  thresholds  listed  in  the  general  conformity  regulations.  Information 
presented  in  the  Airport  Air  Quality  Handbook  can  be  used  to  determine  whether  an  N.\.\QS 
assessment'^  should  be  performed  for  a  proposed  action. 


U.S.  Department  of  Transporlalion,  Federal  Aviation  Aciniinislration,  Air  Quality  Procvdurcs  for  Civilian 
Airports  and  Air  Force  Bases,  Report  No.  FAA-AKE-97-().^.  Wa.shinglon.  IX'.  April  1^*)?.  inchuling  ihc 

addendum,  Report  No.  FAA-AF,E-()4-().'^,  September  2004. 

When  a  Proposed  Aetion  could  cause  or  contribute  to  an  exceedance  of  llie  N.AAQS.  pollulani  conccninilions 
are  estimated  for  criteria  pollutants  of  interest  through  air  dispersion  niodeling.  I  hc  FAA's  Hinissions  and 
Dispersion  Modeling  System  (EDMS)  incorporates  algorithms  from  the  I'.S.  FIV\"s  AFRMOl")  dispersion 

model. 
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4.5.1  Conformity 

The  CAAA  require  federal  agencies  to  ensure  that  their  actions  conform  to  the  appropriate  SIP. 
Conformity  is  defined  as  demonstrating  that  a  project  or  action  conforms  to  the  SIP's  purpose  of 
eliminating  or  reducing  the  severity  and  number  of  violations  of  the  NAAQS,  and  achieving 
expeditious  attainment  of  such  standards.  Federally  funded  and  approved  actions  at  airports  are 
subject  to  the  U.S.  EPA's  general  conformity  regulations.  The  U.S.  EPA  has  published  a  final  rule 
regarding  general  conformity  determinations.'^  The  final  rule  includes  annual  emissions  thresholds 
for  nonattainment  areas  and  maintenance  areas  that  trigger  the  need  for  a  general  conformity 
determination,  and  defines  projects  that  are  generally  excluded  from  general  conformity 
requirements. 

A  conformity  determination  is  required  if  one  of  the  following  occurs:  (1)  the  total  direct  and  indirect 
pollutant  emissions'^  resulting  from  a  project  are  above  de  minimis^'^  emissions  threshold  levels 
specified  in  the  conformity  regulations,  or  (2)  pollutant  emissions  from  the  project  would  be 
regionally  significant  (i.e.,  the  project  would  contribute  10  percent  or  more  of  the  region's  total 
emissions  for  a  criteria  pollutant).  A  conformity  determination  is  not  required  if  the  differences  in 
emissions  between  the  proposed  action  and  the  no  action  alternative  are  below  the  applicable  de 
minimis  threshold  levels.  If  a  conformity  determination  is  required,  the  regulation  identifies  the 
approaches  for  showing  that  an  action/project  conforms  to  the  appropriate  SIP. 

4.5.2  Air  Quality  Analysis 

The  Proposed  Action  involves  the  construction  and  operation  of  a  new  ATCT  and  associated  base 
building,  as  well  as  demolition  of  the  existing  ATCT,  including  associated  office  and  mechanical 
space.  On  July  30,  2007,  the  FAA  published  a  Notice  in  the  Federal  Register  specifying  projects 
identified  by  the  FAA  as  presumed  to  conform  ("Federal  Presumed  to  Conform  Actions  under 
General  Conformity",  FR  Vol.  72,  No.  145).  The  Notice  identified  15  project  categories  that  do  not 
modify  or  increase  airport  capacity  or  change  the  operational  environment  of  an  airport  in  such  a  way 
as  to  increase  air  emissions  above  de  minimis  thresholds.  The  15th  project  category  identified  in  the 
Notice  is  the  "Routine  Installation  and  Operation  of  Airport  Navigation  Aids".  The  Notice  states 
that: 

The  routine  installation,  in-kind  replacement,  and  maintenance  of  navigational  aids 
(e.g.,  Airport  Traffic  Control  Towers  (ATCT),  Instrument  Landing  Systems  (ILS), 
Approach  Light  Systems  (ALS))  are  presumed  to  conform  because  these  acfivities 
will  not  generate  emissions  that  exceed  de  minimis  levels.  Moreover,  emissions 
generated  by  construction  equipment  and  maintenance  vehicles  used  to  transport 
workers  and  equipment  to  communications,  navigation,  and  surveillance  (CNS) 
system  sites  are  negligible  considering  the  temporary  nature  of  construction  and 
maintenance  activities  and  the  limited  number  of  vehicles  involved. 


U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  40  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  Part  93,  Determining  Conformity  of 
Federal  Actions  to  State  or  Federal  Implementation  Plans,  Subpart  B,  November  30,  1993,  as  amended. 
Total  direct  and  indirect  emissions  are  the  sum  of  the  emissions  increases  and  decreases  associated  with  a 
proposed  project,  or  the  "net"  change  in  emissions  anticipated  to  occur  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  project 
(40  CFR  93.152). 

Emissions  are  so  small  as  to  be  negligible  or  insignificant.  If  a  project/action  has  de  minimis  emissions,  a 
conformity  determination/NAAQS  assessment  pursuant  to  the  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  of  1990  is  not 
required  (40  CFR  93.153c). 
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If  the  installation  of  new  or  upgraded  navigational  aids  for  improved  safety  and 
efficiency  also  increases  the  capacity  of  the  airport  or  changes  the  operational 
environment  of  the  airport,  these  CNS  activities  are  not  presumed  to  conform. 

Because  the  relocated  ATCT  would  not  change  the  capacity  of  the  Airport  or  operational 
configuration  of  the  airfield  and  the  proposed  ATCT  is  reasonably  similar  to  the  existing  ATCT,  the 
project  is  presumed  to  conform  and  no  air  quality  emissions  modeling  or  inventory  is  required  for 
operation  of  the  ATCT.  However,  an  analysis  of  construction-related  emissions  was  undertaken  to 
verify  that  construction  of  the  new  ATCT  would  not  exceed  de  minimis  levels. 

Construction  would  include  clearing  and  grading  the  site,  building  the  ATCT  and  base  building,  and 
trenching  to  connect  the  new  facilities  to  existing  utilities.  Demolition  would  include  the 
destruction/dismantling  and  disposal  of  the  existing  ATCT  and  associated  facilities.  Construction  of 
the  new  ATCT  is  anticipated  to  begin  in  April  2012,  with  final  demolition  of  existing  facilities 
estimated  to  occur  in  2016. 

For  purposes  of  evaluating  the  potential  for  short-term  increases  in  emissions  associated  with 
construction  of  the  Proposed  Action,  construction-related  emissions  were  estimated  to  demonstrate 
that  de  minimis  standards  for  criteria  air  pollutants  of  concern  would  not  be  exceeded.""  The 
California  Air  Resources  Board's  (CARB's)  Urban  Emissions  2007  (URBEMIS2007)  model 
(version  9.2.4)  was  used  to  estimate  the  construction  emissions  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action. 
Methodologies,  assumptions,  and  results  of  the  air  quality  analysis  are  provided  in  Appendix  D.  The 
analysis  was  conducted  using  information  provided  by  Airport  staff  (see  Appendix  D  for  specific 
information  sources). 

Table  IV-3  presents  the  estimated  construction-related  emissions  associated  with  the  Proposed 
Action  for  each  construction  year  as  well  as  applicable  de  minimis  thresholds.  The  URBEMIS2007 
model  allows  for  the  application  of  several  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  emissions  associated  with 
fugitive  dust,  construction  equipment  exhaust  emissions,  and  emissions  associated  u  ith  architectural 
coating.  Emissions  were  calculated  two  ways:  1)  assuming  that  no  measures  to  mininii/c  air 
emissions  would  be  taken  and  2)  assuming  that  the  minimization  measures  listed  below  would  be 
implemented. 

•  Grading.  To  minimize  fugitive  dust  emissions  related  to  soil  disturbance,  it  was  assumed 
that  any  exposed  surfaces  would  be  watered  two  times  per  day  (reduces  PMio  and  PM2.S 
emissions  by  55  percent).  To  minimize  exhaust  emissions,  the  use  of  dicscl  particulate  filters 
was  assumed  for  all  off-road  construction  equipment  (reduces  PM|o  and  PM:  5  emissions  by 
85  percent). 

Trenching.  To  minimize  exhaust  emissions,  the  use  of  diesel  particulate  filters  was  assumed 
for  all  off-road  construction  equipment  (reduces  PMio  and  PM:  5  emissions  by  85  percent). 

•  Building  construction.  To  minimize  exhaust  emissions,  the  use  of  dicscl  particuiate  filters 
was  assumed  for  all  off-road  construction  equipment  (reduces  PMio  and  PM:  s  emi.ssions  by 
85  percent). 


Considered  in  its  entirety,  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  induce  01  accomnuHlalc  additional  aircrafl  activity  or 
associated  ground  vehicle  trafTic.  Additionally,  any  emissions  associated  with  operating  the  new  facihlies 
subsequent  to  construction  were  not  assumed  to  exceed  operational  emissions  associated  with  the  cxi.sling 
facilities.  Therefore,  no  operational  emissions  were  estimated  lor  purposes  of  llns  air  iiualily  analysis. 
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Table  IV-3 


Comparison  of  Construction  Emissions  to  de  minimis  Thresholds  -  Proposed  Action 


Emissions  by 
Construction  Year  (with 
and  without  Minimization 
 Measures  

de  minimis  Threshold 


Carbon 
Monoxide 
(CO) 
100 


Pollutant  Emissions  (tons/year) 


Volatile 
Organic 
Compounds 
(VOCs)'^ 

100 


Oxides  of 
Nitrogen 
(NOx^ 
100 


Oxides  of 
Sulfur  (SOx) 

n.a. 


Particulate 
Matter 
(PMio) 

n.a. 


Fine 
Particulate 
Matter 
(PM2.5) 
100 


2012 

No  Minimization 

Measures  1.483  0.335  2.524  0.000  0.150  0.136 
Minimization 

Measures  1.483             0.335             2.524  0.000  0.025  0.022 


2013 


No  Minimization 

Measures  2.102  0.453  3.357  0.000  0.194  0.178 
Minimization 

Measures  2.102             0.453  3.357  0.000  0.032  0.029 


2014 


No  Minimization 

Measures  0.721  0.571  1.046  0.000  0.060  0.055 

Minimization 

Measures  0.721  0.529  1.046  0.000  0.010  0.009 


2015 

No  Minimization 

Measures  0.406  0.079  0.596  0.000  0.072  0.037 

Minimization 

Measures  0.406  0.079  0.596  0.000  0.047  0.014 


2016 

No  Minimization 

Measures  0.780  0.146  1.086  0.000  0.135  0.065 
Minimization 

Measures  0.780             0.146  1.086             0.000  0.092  0.026 


Notes:    n.a.  =  not  applicable.   De  minimis  thresholds  for  SOx  and  PM10  are  not  depicted  or  compared  because 

San  Mateo  County  is  designated  as  being  in  attainment  for  these  pollutants. 
1/         VOCs  and  NOx  are  ozone  precursors. 

Sources:  Ricondo  &  Associates,  Inc.,  January  2011,  based  on  the  URBEMIS2007  emissions  model  (version  9.2.4)  and  information  obtained 

from  San  Francisco  International  Airport  staff 
Prepared  by:   Ricondo  &  Associates,  Inc.,  January  201 1 . 


•     Architectural  coating  -  To  reduce  off-gas/evaporative  emissions  related  to  coating/painting, 
the  use  of  low-VOC  coatings  was  assumed  (reduces  VOC  emissions  by  10  percent). 
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Demolition  -  To  minimize  exhaust  emissions,  the  use  of  diesel  particulate  fiUers  was 
assumed  for  all  off-road  construction  equipment  (reduces  PMio  and  PM2.5  emissions  by  85 
percent). 

Emissions  of  each  pollutant  of  concern  associated  with  construction  activities  would  not  exceed  the 
de  minimis  standards  in  any  construction  year,  with  or  without  the  implementation  of  minimization 
measures.  Therefore,  a  general  conformity  determination  for  the  Proposed  Action  is  not  required  and 
the  Proposed  Action  is  presumed  to  be  in  conformance  with  the  SIPs  for  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area 
Air  Basin. 

4.6        Water  Quality 

In  accordance  with  FAA  Order  1050. IE,  the  sponsor  must  follow  local,  state,  tribal,  or  federal 
ordinances  and  regulations  to  address  impacts  to  the  quality  of  water  resources.  The  Clean  Water 
Act  provides  the  authority  for  the  U.S.  EPA  to  establish  water  quality  standards,  control  discharges, 
develop  waste  treatment  management  plans  and  practices,  prevent  or  minimize  the  loss  of  wetlands, 
protect  aquifers  and  sensitive  ecological  areas  such  as  a  wetlands  area,  and  regulate  other  issues 
concerning  water  quality. 

FAA  Order  1050. IE  indicates  that  significant  effects  on  water  quality  include  the  following: 

Section  1424(e)  of  the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  requires  consuhation  with  the  U.S.  EPA  if 
the  Proposed  Action  has  the  potential  to  contaminate  an  aquifer  designated  by  the  U.S.  EPA 
as  a  sole  or  principal  source  of  drinking  water  for  the  area. 

If  the  Proposed  Action  would  impound,  divert,  drain,  control,  or  otherwise  modify  the  waters 
of  any  stream  or  other  body  of  water,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  applies. 

Exceedances  of  water  quality  standards  and  water  quality  problems  that  cannot  be  avoided  or 
satisfactorily  mitigated  would  be  identified  as  significant  impacts. 

The  Porter-Cologne  Water  Quality  Control  Act  is  the  primary  statute  covering  the  quality  of  waters 
in  California.  The  Act  sets  out  specific  water  quality  provisions  and  discharge  rcquirciuciits 
regulating  the  discharge  of  waste  within  any  region  that  could  affect  the  quality  of  State  waters.  The 
San  Francisco  Bay  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  is  the  relevant  board  reviewing  actions  at 
SFO  that  may  affect  receiving  waters.  The  San  Francisco  Bay  RWQCB  administers  the  National 
Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System  (NPDES)  permit  program  in  California,  pursuant  to  the 
federal  Clean  Water  Act.^' 

4.6.1       Storm  Water  Collection  and  Discharge 

On  April  1,  2002,  the  San  Francisco  Bay  RWQCB  issued  NPDES  Permit  Number  CA002S070 
("Industrial  Permit"),  which  was  updated  on  August  8,  2007.  In  addition  to  governing  treated 
industrial  wastewater  discharges  from  the  Airport's  Mel  Leong  Treatment  Plant  (Ml  fP).  this  permit 


California  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  San  Francisco  Bay  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board.  Storm 
Water     Programs     and     Permits.      2011;      http://wwvv.svvrch.ca.gov/santranciscobay/  watcrissucs/ 

programs/slormwalcr.shtnil  (acccs.scd  February  7.  201 1). 
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also  covers  all  of  the  industrial  and  construction  storm  water  discharges  from  the  Airport^^,  consistent 
with  40  CFR  Parts  122^^  123^^  and  124^^ 

In  compliance  with  its  general  NPDES  permit,  the  Airport  maintains  a  regional  Storm  Water 
Pollution  Prevention  Plan  (SWPPP).  The  permit  represents  a  joint  effort  involving  SFO  and  its 
tenants.  The  general  permit  requires  permittees  to  eliminate  non-storm  water  discharges  and  develop 
and  implement  an  SWPPP  to  limit  contact  of  potential  pollutants  with  storm  water.  The  Airport  is 
responsible  for  amending  the  SWPPP  periodically  and  whenever  there  is  a  change  in  construction, 
operation,  or  maintenance  that  affects  the  quality  or  quantity  of  the  industrial  storm  water  discharge 
from  SFO. 2^ 

To  implement  effective  storm  water  best  management  practices  (BMP),  detention  basins  serving  four 
drainage  areas  have  been  engineered  to  collect  the  first  flush  during  a  storm  event.  The  storm  water 
from  most  of  the  APE  drains  to  the  1 .67-million-gallon-capacity  South  Detention  Basin  (see 
Exhibit  IV-3).  A  small  portion  of  the  APE  drains  to  the  West  Field  Detention  Basin.  Most  of  the 
mobile  dissolved  and  suspended  contaminants  are  retained  in  the  first  flush  basins  with  the  initial 
storm  surge.  From  the  detention  basins,  the  collected  runoff  is  discharged  to  industrial  waste  pump 
stations  and  is  pumped  to  the  MLTP  for  treatment.  The  basins  are  closed  upon  reaching  capacity 
with  first  flush  waters.  Additional  site  runoff  that  meets  federal  and  State  water  quality  requirements 
is  pumped  directly  into  San  Francisco  Bay.  This  runoff  is  monitored  under  General  NPDES  Permit 
Number  CA0028070  to  ensure  that  State  water  quality  requirements  are  met.^^ 

Pollutants  with  the  greatest  potential  to  be  present  in  storm  water  runoff  and  groundwater  at  SFO  are 
oil  and  grease,  as  well  as  petroleum  hydrocarbons.  Other  potential  pollutants  that  may  occur  to  a 
lesser  degree  are  pesticides,  halogenated  and  nonhalogenated  solvents,  herbicides,  and  alkaline 
wastes.  The  most  likely  causes  for  these  substances  entering  into  storm  water  or  groundwater 
systems  are  through  spills  or  leaks,  rainwater  flow,  and  washing  of  aircraft  and  vehicles  in  outdoor 
areas  with  no  storm  water  controls.^^ 

All  spills  of  petroleum  products  that  have  the  potential  to  reach  waterways  and  are  of  sufficient 
volume  to  create  a  visible  sheen  on  the  water  must  be  reported  to  Airport  management,  the  U.S. 
Coast  Guard,  the  U.S.  EPA  Emergency  Response  Center,  the  California  EPA  Emergency  Response 
Center,  the  San  Francisco  Bay  RWQCB,  and  the  San  Mateo  County  Department  of  Environmental 
Health.  A  discharge  of  oil  or  hazardous  substance  is  classified  as  a  spill  when  the  material  enters  a 
navigable  waterway.  A  discharge  that  is  contained  and  does  not  reach  a  navigable  waterway  is  not 
considered  a  spill  under  California  EPA  reporting  requirements.  Minor  amounts  of  jet  fuel  or  oil  can 
be  released  onto  Airport  pavement  during  routine  aircraft  or  vehicle  operation  and  maintenance. 


San  Francisco  International  Airport  Utilities  Engineering  Facilities  Division,  Storm  Water  Pollution  Prevention 
Plan  (SWPPP)  for  Industrial  Activities  (Final  Draft),  San  Francisco  International  Airport  NPDES  Permit  No. 
CA0028070  per  RWQCB  Order  No.  R2-2007-0060,  September  2010. 

Title  40  CFR  Part  122,  EPA  Administered  Permit  Programs:  The  National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination 
System,  July  1,  2010  edition. 

Title  40  CFR  Part  123,  State  Program  Requirements,  July  1,  2010  edition. 
Title  40  CFR  Part  124,  Procedures  for  Decision  Making,  July  1,  2010  edition. 

San  Francisco  International  Airport  Utilities  Engineering  Facilities  Division,  Storm  Water  Pollution  Prevention 
Plan  (SWPPP)  for  Industrial  Activities  (Final  Draft),  San  Francisco  International  Airport  NPDES  Permit  No. 
CA0028070  per  RWQCB  Order  No.  R2-2007-0060,  September  2010. 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Environmental  Assessment,  Volume  1  - 
Airport  Master  Plan  Improvements,  San  Francisco  International  Airport,  October  1998. 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Final  Environmental  Assessment,  Volume 
1  -  Airport  Master  Plan  Improvements,  San  Francisco  International  Airport,  October  1998. 
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DISCHARGE  POINT 


Source:  SFO  Environmental  Services.  Annual  Industrial  Stormwah 
Prepared  by:  Ricondo  &  Associates,  Inc.,  March  2011. 
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Source:  SFO  Environmental  Services,  Annual  Industrial  Stormwaler  Pollution  Plan  Report.  September  2006.  Ricondo  &  Associates,  Inc.  (Area  of  Potential  Effect).  Marcfi  201 1 . 
Prepared  by:  Ricondo  &  Associates,  Inc.,  March  201 1 
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When  such  a  release  does  occur,  the  jet  fuel  or  oil  is  contained,  then  the  fuel  is  collected  with 
absorbent  material  and  classified  as  hazardous  waste.  These  discharges  do  not  reach  navigable 
waterways. 

As  part  of  the  SWPPP,  BMPs  are  in  place  at  SFO  to  prevent  or  minimize  the  possibility  of  pollutants 
reaching  groundwater  or  the  San  Francisco  Bay.  Airport  employees  responsible  for  implementing 
elements  of  the  SWPPP  are  trained  to  carry  out  their  delegated  responsibilities.  The  Airport's  Storm 
Water  Program  Manager  has  primary  responsibility  for  implementing  the  SWPPP  for  the  Airport. 
Tenants  who  discharge  to  the  Airport's  storm  water  collection  system  also  have  responsibility  for 
compHance  with  storm  water  requirements  and  are  required  to  adopt  BMPs  to  achieve  compliance 
with  the  Airport's  SWPPP.^^ 

A  Notice  of  Intent  (NOI)  of  the  Proposed  Action  will  be  sent  to  the  San  Francisco  Bay  RWQCB 
before  construction  activities  begin.  The  BMPs  outlined  in  the  SWPPP  will  be  implemented  to  limit 
contact  of  potential  pollutants  with  storm  water. 

4.6.2       Groundwater  Quality 

In  March  2009,  Environmental  Science  Associates  completed  a  Phase  I  Environmental  Site 
Assessment  (Phase  I  ESA),  environmental  due  diligence  audit  for  the  Proposed  Action  at  SFO.^"  In 
February  2011,  the  March  2009  Phase  I  ESA  was  updated.^'  The  findings,  conclusions,  and 
recommendations  presented  in  the  March  2009  Phase  I  ESA  for  the  Proposed  Action  were  verified  as 
still  relevant. 

The  Phase  I  ESA  identified  the  presence  of  recognized  environmental  conditions,  as  defined  in 
American  Society  for  Testing  and  Materials  (ASTM)  Standard  El 527-05,  Standard  Practice  for 
Environmental  Site  Assessments:  Phase  I  Environmental  Site  Assessment  Process.  These  recognized 
environmental  conditions  result  from  past  releases  of  petroleum  products,  typically  jet  fiiel.  ft-om  an 
underground  fuel  pipeline  and  hydrant  system  into  soil  and  groundwater  in  the  \icinity  of 
Courtyard  2,  the  Proposed  Action  site.  Exhibit  IV-4  shows  the  existing  fuel  pipelines  in  this  area  of 
the  Airport. 

Exhibit  IV-5  shows  the  extent  of  the  petroleum  hydrocarbon  contamination  within  the  soils  in  the 
general  vicinity  of  the  APE  and  Exhibit  IV-6  shows  the  groundwater  petroleum-hydrocarbon  phimes 
in  the  same  area.  Because  contaminants  appear  to  be  associated  with  the  location  of  the  fuel 
pipelines,  lower  concentrations  of  hydrocarbons  in  soil  and  groundwater  would  be  expected  at  the 
proposed  ATCT  location  than  in  areas  adjacent  to  the  ftiel  pipelines.^" 


San  Francisco  International  Airport  Utilities  Engineering  Facilities  Division.  Slonn  Hater  Pollution  Prewniion 
Plan  (SWPPP)  for  Industrial  Activities  (Final  Draft).  San  Francisco  International  Airport  NPDHS  Permit  No. 
CA0028070  per  RWQCB  Order  No.  R2-2007-0060,  September  2010. 

Environmental  Science  Associates,  Revised  Phase  I  Environmental  Site  Assessment.  San  Francisco 

International  Airport,  Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower  Relocation  Pro/eel.  March  2009. 

AGS,  Inc.,  Update  of  the  March  2009  Revised  Piuise  1  Environmental  Site  Assessment.  San  Francisco 
International  Airport,  Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower  Relocation  Project,  February  201 1 . 

Environmental  Science  Associates.  Revised  Phase  I  Environmental  Site  Assessment.  San  FrancLico 
International  Airport.  Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower  Relocation  Project.  MaaMi  2(K)9. 
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The  San  Francisco  Bay  RWQCB,  the  regulatory  agency  overseeing  soil  and  groundwater  cleanup  at 
SFO,  has  established  cleanup  standards  (Tier  1  standards)  that  allow  for  various  levels  of 
contaminants  to  remain  in  place  based  on  risk  assessment  criteria.  The  San  Francisco  Bay  RWQCB 
adopted  Site  Cleanup  Requirements  Order  99-045  in  June  1999,  which  provides  guidelines  for  the 
investigation,  characterization,  and  remediation  or  in-place  management  of  contaminants  in  soil  and 
groundwater  at  SFO. 

A  multiphase  extraction  program  of  groundwater,  free  product,  and  soil  vapors  has  occurred  since 
1998  at  Boarding  Areas  B  and  C  in  the  vicinity  of  Courtyard  2,  which  resulted  in  the  removal  of  all 
measurable  free  product  by  December  2009.  As  of  November  2009,  only  two  monitoring  wells 
showed  groundwater  concentrations  (of  petroleum  hydrocarbons)  exceeding  the  Tier  1  cleanup 
standards.  These  wells  represent  small  confined  pockets  of  groundwater  in  the  backfill  along  fuel 
hydrant  lines.  The  conclusions  of  a  2009  semi-annual  monitoring  report  stated  that  the  remediation 
at  Boarding  Areas  B  and  C  is  largely  complete.^^ 

Deeper  groundwater  is  protected  by  bay  mud  of  varying  thicknesses.  Among  the  conclusions  and 
recommendations  of  the  Phase  I ESA  are  the  following:^'* 

•  The  ATCT  location  would  be  subject  to  the  cleanup  standards  established  for  the  Human 
Health  Protection  Zone,  as  mandated  by  the  San  Francisco  RWQCB.  Typical  site 
remediation  might  include  excavation  and  offsite  disposal  of  hydrocarbon-impacted  soil,  and 
possibly  extraction  and  treatment  of  groundwater  for  dewatering  during  construction,  as  was 
performed  for  construction  of  the  new  International  Terminal. 

•  Soil  and  groundwater  sampling  would  be  performed  prior  to  construction  to  evaluate  the 
appropriate  level  of  remediation  required  by  RWQCB  Order  99-045,  if  any,  and  appropriate 
health  and  safety  procedures  and  protocols  for  construction  workers. 

Management  of  dewatering  activities  is  set  forth  in  the  latest  SFO  SWPPP,  which  defines  proper 
sampling,  profiling,  and  disposal.^^ 

4.6.3       Analysis  of  Potential  Effects 

No  impacts  to  water  quality  would  occur  under  the  No  Action  alternative  other  than  those  already 
posed  by  existing  Airport  operations.  Airport  management  would  continue  to  implement  the  S\\  PPP 
and  comply  with  San  Francisco  Bay  RWQCB  Order  99-045  for  the  subsurface  soil  and  groundwater 
investigation,  cleanup,  and  monitoring. 

The  aquifer  at  SFO  is  not  designated  as  a  potential  source  of  drinking  water. The  Proposed  Action 
would  not  affect  any  sole  or  principal  source  of  drinking  water  aquifers.  Therefore,  consultation  with 
the  U.S.  EPA  does  not  apply  to  the  Proposed  Action.  The  Proposed  Action  would  not  di\cri.  drain. 


Environmental  Cost  Management  Inc.,  2009  Second  Semi-Annual  Groundwater  Monitoring.  System 
Operations,  and  Soil  Vapor  Monitoring  Report.  Delta  Airlines.  Inc.  Boarding  Areas  B  and  C.  San  FrancLwo 
International  Airport,  June  10,  2010. 

Environmental  Science  Associates,  Revised  Phase  I  Environmental  Assessment,  San  Francisco  International 
Airport,  Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower  Relocation  Project.  March  2009. 

San  Francisco  International  Airport  Utilities  Engineering  Facilities  Division.  Storm  Water  Pollution  Prewnlion 
Plan  (SWPPP)  for  Industrial  Activities  (Final  Draft).  San  I-rancisco  International  Airport  NPDFS  Permit  No. 
CA0028070  per  RWQCB  Order  No.  R2-2007-0060,  September  2010. 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Designated  Sole  Source  Aquifers  in  Region  9:  Arizona.  California. 
Hawaii,     Nevada,     Guam,    and    American    Samoa.    2008;    http:  www  cpa.gov  safcwatcr'sourccvvatcr/ 

pubs/qrg  ssamap_reg9.pdf  (accessed  January  2 1 .  201 1 ). 
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or  otherwise  modify  the  waters  of  any  stream  or  other  body  of  water.  Therefore,  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Coordination  Act  does  not  apply. 

With  implementation  of  SWPPP  BMPs,  compliance  with  San  Francisco  Bay  RWQCB  Order  99-045 
in  implementing  soil  cleanup  and  dewatering,  and  adherence  to  the  NPDES  permit  requirements, 
projected  increases  in  storm  water  runoff,  transportation,  and  construction  activities  under  the 
Proposed  Action  would  not  significantly  affect  surface  water  or  groundwater  quality  or  discharge  at 
SFO  (see  Section  4.16  for  more  discussion  on  potential  construction  effects).  The  Proposed  Action  is 
not  expected  to  significantly  increase  the  quantity  or  quality  of  surface  water  runoff  and  would  not 
require  modifications  to  existing  BMPs  or  water  management  programs.  Therefore,  water  quality 
effects  of  the  Proposed  Action  are  considered  less  than  significant. 

4.6.4       Minimization  Measures 

Measures  that  will  need  to  be  taken  during  construction  are  in  place  for  handling  contaminated  soil 
and  groundwater  and  for  the  protection  of  workers,  public,  and  the  environment,  including: 

•  Sampling  and  analysis  of  the  excavated  soil  and  encountered  groundwater. 

•  Complying  with  San  Francisco  Bay  RWQCB  Order  99-045,  which  specifies  measures  to 
protect  workers  and  the  public  from  exposure  to  hazards,  and  provides  for  site  cleanup  in 
accordance  with  appropriate  regulatory  guidance. 

•  Preparing  a  Health  and  Safety  Plan  and  following  Occupational  Safety  and  Health 
Administration  (OSHA)  safety  measures. 

.    Complying  with  the  SWPPP. 

•  Use  of  BMPs,  such  as  covering  soil  during  rainy  days  and  avoiding  concrete  wash  release 
into  storm  drains. 

If  dewatering  is  required,  groundwater  testing  for  petroleum  hydrocarbons  would  be  performed 
before  it  commences.  Treatment  would  be  applied,  in  consultation  with  the  San  Francisco  Bay 
RWQCB  and/or  wastewater  treatment  plant  operators,  to  ensure  that  all  discharges  meet  applicable 
requirements. 

4.7  Wetlands 

Executive  Order  1 1 990,  Protection  of  Wetlands,  requires  federal  agencies  to  ensure  that  their  actions 
minimize  the  destruction,  loss,  or  degradation  of  wetlands  to  the  fullest  extent  practicable  during  the 
planning,  construction,  funding,  and  operation  of  transportation  facilities  and  projects.  No  wetlands 
exist  within  the  APE,  but  they  are  present  within  the  Study  Area.  Potential  effects  to  water  quality 
are  discussed  in  Section  4.6  and  effects  from  construction  activities  are  discussed  in  Section  4.16,  but 
no  effects  to  wetlands  are  anticipated  with  implementation  of  proper  storm  water  controls. 
Therefore,  no  impacts  to  wetlands  would  occur  under  either  the  No  Action  or  Proposed  Action 
alternative. 

4.8  Floodplains 

Executive  Order  11988,  Floodplains,  directs  federal  agencies  to  take  action  to  reduce  the  risk  of 
flood  loss;  minimize  the  impact  of  floods  on  human  safety,  health,  and  welfare;  and  restore  and 
preserve  the  natural  and  beneficial  values  served  by  floodplains.  The  proposed  ATCT  site  is  not 
located  within  a  100-year  floodplain  (see  Exhibit  III-4)  nor  would  construction  of  the  ATCT  affect 
any  existing  floodplains;  therefore,  no  impacts  to  floodplains  would  occur  under  either  the  No  Action 
or  Proposed  Action  alternative. 
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4.9  Coastal  Resources 

The  BCDC  is  the  agency  responsible  for  implementing  the  provisions  of  the  Coastal  Zone 
Management  Act  under  the  State  of  California's  Coastal  Zone  Management  Program.  The  BCDC 
has  jurisdiction  over  all  tidal  areas  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  and  a  shoreline  band  extending  100  feet 
inland  from  the  mean  high-tide  line.  As  stated  in  Section  3.4.5,  the  APE  does  not  fall  within  the 
BCDC's  jurisdiction  and  is,  thus,  not  located  within  a  coastal  area  protected  by  a  coastal  zone 
management  program.  Potential  effects  to  water  quahty  are  discussed  in  Section  4.6  and  effects  from 
construction  are  discussed  in  Section  4.16.  Although  portions  of  the  Study  Area  contain  areas  under 
BCDC  jurisdiction,  no  effects  to  coastal  resources  are  anticipated  with  implementation  of  proper 
storm  water  controls.  Therefore,  no  impacts  to  coastal  resources  would  occur  under  either  the  No 
Action  or  Proposed  Action  alternative. 

4.10  Fish,  Wildlife,  and  Plants 

In  accordance  with  FAA  Order  1050. IE,  potential  effects  to  biological  resources  including  fish, 
wildlife,  and  plants,  and  to  species  protected  under  the  federal  Endangered  Species  Act  were 
evaluated.  The  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973,  as  amended  (50  CFR  Part  402).  requires  each 
federal  agency  to  confer  with  the  U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  (FWS),  "on  any  action  which  is  likely 
to  jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  any  proposed  species  or  result  in  the  destruction  or  adverse 
modification  of  proposed  critical  habitat." 

The  proposed  ATCT  site  is  located  in  the  middle  of  the  Airport  in  an  area  that  has  been  pre\  iously 
developed  and  highly  disturbed.  There  are  no  known  local,  regional,  or  State  recognized  candidate, 
sensitive,  or  special  status  species  (special  status  species)  occurring  at  the  proposed  ATCT  site  or 
within  the  APE.  Habitat  for  the  federally  threatened  California  red-legged  frog  and  the  federally 
endangered  San  Francisco  garter  snake  exists  on  Airport  property  west  of  U.S.  Highway  101.  and 
known  occurrences  of  the  California  clapper  rail  exists  along  the  shore  of  San  Francisco  Bay. 
However,  no  habitat  for  these  species  exists  within  the  APE,  nor  is  it  likely  that  these  species  would 
use  the  APE  for  migration  to  other  habitat  areas. 

The  FAA  has  determined  that  the  Proposed  Action  and  No  Action  alternatives  would  not  affect  any 
federally  listed  threatened  or  endangered  species  or  designated  critical  habitat.  The  ¥A.\  has  based 
this  determination  on  the  fact  that  the  proposed  ATCT  site  and  immediate  surrounding  arca.s  ha\e 
been  paved  for  years  and  do  not  provide  any  natural  habitat  or  food  source. 

4.1 1  Department  of  Transportation  Act,  Section  4(f)/303(c)  Properties 

As  stated  in  Chapter  III,  Section  4(f)  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation  Act  of  1966  prohibits 
the  use  of  publicly  owned  parks  or  recreation  areas,  wildlife  or  waterfowl  refuges,  or  significant 
historic  sites  for  transportation  purposes  unless  there  is  no  feasible  and  prudent  alternative  to  the  use 
of  such  land,  and  unless  the  action  includes  all  possible  planning  to  mininii/e  hanii  rcsuhing  tVoni 
such  use. 

The  Proposed  Action  is  located  in  an  area  adjacent  to  Airport  passenger  icmiinals.  airfield  aprons, 
and  the  passenger  terminal  roadway.  The  nearest  park  to  the  proposed  ATC  T  site  is  Manna  Visla 
Park,  which  is  located  across  U.S.  101  approximately  0.75  mile  southwest  of  the  proposed  .-XTCT 
site.  The  Proposed  Action  would  not  include,  generate  deniaiui  for,  or  atTcct  any  existing 
neighborhood  parks,  regional  parks,  or  other  recreational  facilities. 

Neither  the  No  Action  nor  the  Proposed  Action  alternative  would  use  or  affect  any  publicly  owned 
park  or  recreation  area,  wildlife  or  waterfowl  refiige.  or  significant  historic  site.  The  FAA  has 
initiated  consultation  with  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO)  to  rcMow  the  FAA's 
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finding  that  no  historic  resources  would  be  affected  by  the  Proposed  Action  (see  Appendix  E). 
Therefore,  neither  the  Proposed  Action  nor  the  No  Action  alternative  would  result  in  a  direct  or 
constructive  use  of  any  property  protected  by  DOT  Act,  Section  4(f).  Sections  4.12  and  4.13  of  this 
EA  discuss  potential  effects  on  historic  sites,  including  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  Air  Station. 

4.12       Historic,  Archaeological,  Architectural,  and  Cultural  Resources 

Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  requires  federal  agencies  to  consider  the  effects 
of  their  actions  on  properties  included,  or  eligible  for  inclusion,  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places.  Compliance  requires  consultation  with  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation,  the 
State  Historic  Preservation  Officer,  and/or  the  Tribal  Historic  Preservation  Officer. 

An  evaluation  of  historical  significance  requires  a  reference  context  to  place  the  resource  in  its  proper 
and  relative  place  within  historical  periods  and  architectural  trends.  For  the  purposes  of  the  existing 
ATCT,  the  historical  context  was  identified  and  the  property's  significance  evaluated  according  to 
standard  criteria  established  by  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation. 

As  discussed  in  Section  3.6,  several  cultural  resources  surveys  have  been  completed  for  the  Airport 
over  the  past  20  years.  Terminal  2  has  not  been  found  eligible  for  listing  in  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places  (NRHP)  under  any  of  these  surveys.  The  existing  ATCT  was  constructed  in  1984,  27 
years  ago.  A  historical,  archaeological,  architectural,  and  cultural  resources  report^^  was  undertaken 
to  evaluate  the  potential  for  the  Proposed  Action  to  affect  historic  resources  in  compliance  with 
Section  1 06  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act. 

The  existing  ATCT,  which  was  built  in  the  early  1980s,  is  not  eligible  for  the  NRHP  because  it  is  less 
than  50  years  old,  does  not  meet  the  National  Register  criteria  for  Evaluation  Criteria  Consideration 
G,  and  has  not  been  found  to  be  a  contributor  to  a  historic  district.  The  original  1954  ATCT  does  not 
exhibit  a  level  of  significance  or  historic  integrity  that  would  make  it  eligible  for  listing  on  the 
National  Register.  The  U.S.  Coast  Guard  Air  Station,  determined  to  be  eligible  as  a  National 
Register  Historic  District,  is  located  approximately  1.07  miles  from  the  existing  ATCT.  The 
proposed  ATCT  would  be  located  approximately  1.12  miles  southeast  of  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  Air 
Station.  The  Proposed  Action  would  not  affect,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard 
Air  Station  (see  Section  4.13  of  this  EA  for  a  discussion  of  potential  visual  effects). 

The  entire  proposed  ATCT  site  is  highly  disturbed  and  has  been  previously  graded  and  paved.  No 
historic  resources  are  known  to  exist  within  the  APE  (see  Exhibit  III-l).  The  FAA  has  determined 
that  there  are  no  historic  properties  within  the  APE  for  the  proposed  undertaking.  Because  the  FAA 
has  determined  there  are  no  historic  properties  listed  or  eligible  for  hsting  on  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Place,  and  no  archaeological  sites  have  been  identified  within  the  APE,  the  FAA  finds  that 
the  proposed  undertaking  will  not  affect  any  properties  listed  or  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places  under  36  CFR  Part  800.4(d)(1).  Consultation  with  the  California  State 
Historic  Preservation  Officer  seeking  concurrence  with  FAA's  determination  of  the  Area  of  Potential 
Effect  and  Findings  was  initiated  by  letter  dated  March  29,  201 1  (see  Appendix  E). 

An  informational  letter  was  sent  to  the  California  Native  American  Heritage  Commission  (CNAHC) 
on  January  10,  2011,  informing  the  Commission  that  the  CCSF  is  in  the  process  of  developing  this 
EA,  and  plan  to  release  the  draft  EA  for  public  and  agency  review  in  April  2011.  The  notice 
requested  a  search  of  the  CNAHC  records  for  any  Native  American  traditional  cultural  properties  or 
land  interests  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Airport.    The  CNAHC  responded  that  no  records  of  Native 


CIRCA:  Historic  Property  Development,  Relocation  of  the  Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower  at  San  Francisco 
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American  cultural  resources  in  the  immediate  project  area  exist  within  their  sacred  lands  file  (see 
Appendix  E).  The  CNAHC  recommended  that  the  FAA  contact  several  Native  American  individuals 
and  organizations  that  may  have  knowledge  of  cultural  resources  in  the  project  area.  On  March  28, 
2011,  the  FAA  provided  detailed  information  about  the  Area  of  Potential  Effect  and  the  proposed 
undertaking  via  U.S.  mail  to  the  tribal  contacts  listed  in  Appendix  E.  A  sample  letter  is  also  included 
in  Appendix  E. 

Neither  the  No  Action  nor  the  Proposed  Action  alternative  would  have  a  direct  or  indirect  effect  on 
any  knovm  historic,  archaeological,  architectural,  or  cultural  resources.  However,  because  the 
Proposed  Action  would  require  excavation  below  ground  surface  for  the  piles  to  suppon  the  ATCT, 
minimization  measures  would  be  implemented  in  case  of  accidental  discoveries  during  soil 
disturbance  activities.  The  CCSF  has  instituted  minimization  measures  to  avoid  any  potential 
adverse  effect  on  accidentally  discovered  buried  or  submerged  historical  resources.  The  CCSF 
Planning  Department  requires  that  an  archaeological  resources  "ALERT"  sheet  be  distributed  to  the 
prime  contractor,  to  any  project  subcontractor  (including  demolition,  excavation,  grading, 
foundation,  pile  driving  firms),  or  utilities  firm  involved  in  soil  disturbing  activities  on  Airport 
property.  Prior  to  any  soil  disturbing  activities  being  undertaken,  each  contractor  is  responsible  for 
ensuring  that  the  "ALERT"  sheet  is  circulated  to  all  field  personnel,  including  machine  operators, 
field  crews,  pile  drivers,  supervisory  personnel,  etc.  In  the  event  that  cultural  or  archaeological 
resources  are  encountered,  all  work  within  the  vicinity  of  the  find  would  stop  until  a  qualified 
archaeologist  can  assess  the  find  and  make  recommendations. 

4.13       Light  Emissions  and  Visual  Impacts 

Light  emissions  and  visual  impacts  are  considered  to  determine  whether  any  lighting  associated  w  ith 
an  alternative  would  create  an  annoyance  among  residents  in  the  vicinity  or  interfere  with  their 
typical  activities,  or  whether  an  alternative  would  visually  contrast  with  the  existing  environment 
significantly  enough  to  be  objectionable. 

4.1 3.1      Methodology  and  Approach 

The  term  "aesthetics"  typically  refers  to  the  perceived  visual  impression  of  an  area,  such  as  of  a 
scenic  view,  open  space,  or  architectural  interest.  The  aesthetic  value  of  an  area  is  a  measure  of  its 
visual  character  and  visual  quality  combined  with  viewer  response.''""  This  combination  may  be 
affected  by  the  components  of  a  project  (e.g.,  buildings  constructed  at  a  height  that  obstructs  views, 
hillsides  cut  and  graded,  open  space  changed  to  an  urban  setting),  as  well  as  changing  elements,  such 
as  light,  weather,  and  the  length  and  frequency  of  viewer  exposure  to  the  setting,  .'\esthetic  impacts 
are  thus  defined  as  changes  in  viewer  response  as  a  result  of  project  construction  and  operation. 

4.13.1.1  Visual  Character 

Visual  character  is  the  appearance  of  the  physical  fonn  of  the  landscape,  composed  of  natural  and 
human-made  elements,  including  topography,  water,  vegetation,  stiiictures.  roads,  infrastructure,  and 
utilities,  and  the  relationships  of  these  elements  in  terms  of  form,  line,  color,  and  texture. 

4.13.1.2  Visual  Quality 

Visual  quality  is  evaluated  based  on  the  relative  degree  of  vividness,  intactncss.  and  unity  as 
modified  by  its  visual  sensitivity.^^ 


Federal  Highway  Administration,  Visual  Impact  Assessment  for  llii^hwav  Pro/ccts  (I  IIW  A-l  ll-SS-054).  I<)88. 
Federal  Highway  Administration,  I'lsual  Impact  Assessment  for  llii^hway  Projects  (I'HW  .A-I  II-SS-().<i4).  1988. 
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•  Vividness  is  the  visual  power  or  memorability  of  landscape  components  as  they  combine  in 
striking  or  distinctive  visual  patterns. 

•  Intactness  is  the  visual  integrity  of  the  natural  and  human-built  landscape  and  its  freedom 
from  encroaching  elements;  this  factor  can  be  present  in  well-maintained  urban  and  rural 
landscapes,  as  well  as  natural  settings. 

•  Unity  is  the  visual  coherence  and  compositional  harmony  of  the  landscape  considered  as  a 
whole;  it  frequently  attests  to  the  careful  design  of  individual  components  in  the  human-made 
landscape. 

High-quality  views  are  highly  vivid,  relatively  intact,  and  exhibit  a  high  degree  of  visual  unity. 
Low-quality  views  lack  vividness,  are  not  visually  intact,  and  possess  a  low  degree  of  visual  unity. 

4.13.1.3  Viewer  Response 

Viewer  response  is  the  psychological  reaction  of  a  person  to  visible  changes  in  the  viewshed.  A 
viewshed  is  defined  as  all  of  the  surface  area  visible  from  a  particular  location  (e.g.,  an  overlook)  or 
sequence  of  locations  (e.g.,  roadway  or  trail)."**^  Generally,  the  closer  a  resource  is  to  the  viewer,  the 
more  dominant  it  is  and  the  greater  its  importance  to  the  viewer.  Although  distance  zones  in  a 
viewshed  may  vary  between  different  geographic  regions  and  types  of  terrain,  the  standard 
foreground  zone  is  0.25-0.5  mile  from  the  viewer,  the  middleground  zone  is  considered  to  be  from 
the  foreground  zone  to  3-5  miles  from  the  viewer,  and  the  background  zone  is  considered  to  be  from 
the  middleground  zone  to  infinity.''^  The  measure  of  the  quality  of  a  view  must  be  tempered  with  the 
overall  sensitivity  of  the  viewer  and  viewer  response.  Viewer  sensitivity  is  dependent  on  the  number 
and  type  of  viewers  and  the  frequency  (e.g.,  daily  or  seasonally)  and  duration  (i.e.,  how  long  a  scene 
is  viewed)  of  views.  Visual  sensitivity  is  also  modified  by  viewer  activity,  awareness,  and  visual 
expectations  in  relation  to  the  number  of  viewers  and  the  viewing  duration. 

4.13.1.4  Aesthetic  Assessment  Process 

The  concepts  presented  above  are  combined  in  a  visual  impact  assessment  process  that  involves 
identification  of  the  following: 

•  Visual  character  and  quality  of  the  project  area; 

•  Relevant  policies  and  concerns  for  the  protection  of  visual  resources; 

General  visibility  of  the  project  area  and  site  using  descriptions,  photographs,  and  photo 
simulations;  and 

•  Viewer  response  and  potential  impacts. 

4.13.2     Analysis  of  Potential  Visual  Effects 

The  short-term  effects  (those  occurring  during  construction)  and  long-term  effects  (those  occurring 
from  the  built  project)  that  could  result  from  the  Proposed  Action  are  discussed  below.  Under  the  No 
Action  alternative,  there  would  be  no  visual  effects.  The  analysis  of  visual  effects  of  the  Proposed 
Action  is  based  on: 


Federal  Highway  Administration,  Visual  Impact  Assessment  for  Highway  Projects  (FHWA-HI-88-054),  1988. 
G.  R.  Jones,  J.  Jones,  B.A.  Gray,  B.  Parker,  J.C.  Coe,  J.B.  Bumham,  and  N.M.  Geitner,  "A  Method  for  the 
Quantification  of  Aesthetic  Values  for  Environmental  Decision  Making,"  1975.  Nuclear  Technology  25(4): 
pp.  682-713. 
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•  Direct  field  observation  from  vantage  points,  including  neighboring  communities,  developed 
areas,  and  roadways;"*^ 

Photographic  documentation  of  key  views  of  and  from  the  project  site; 
Review  of  project  design  drawings; 

•  Review  of  the  project  with  regard  to  compliance  with  federal,  State,  and  local  ordinances  and 
regulations  pertaining  to  visual  resources;  and 

•  Analysis  of  photo  simulations  used  to  depict  the  Proposed  Action. 

Appendix  F  contains  photographs  showing  views  from  various  vantage  points  surrounding  the 
Airport,  as  well  as  a  discussion  of  different  viewer  groups  and  their  anticipated  responses  to  changes 
in  viewsheds.  Representative  photographs  for  vantages  of  the  Study  Area  were  chosen  to  depict 
existing  conditions  and  the  Proposed  Action,  which  includes  removal  of  the  existing  195-foot-tall 
ATCT  and  administrative  offices,  including  Levels  4  through  1 1  of  Terminal  2  and  the  proposed 
228-foot-tall  ATCT  at  Courtyard  2.  Note  that  during  the  time  of  the  analysis  (January  201 1).  the 
proposed  ATCT  was  still  undergoing  design  refinement  and  the  simulation  reflects  the  most  recent 
concept  available  at  that  time. 

Effects  that  would  occur  as  a  result  of  the  Proposed  Action  include  temporary  changes  in  views  as  a 
result  of  construction,  potential  glare  and  light  impacts,  and  visual  effects  resulting  from  the 
relocation  and  height  increase  of  the  proposed  ATCT  and  demolition  of  the  existing  ATCT  and 
administrative  offices. 

4.13.2.1    Construction  Effects 

Construction  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  create  temporary  changes  in  views  of  the  Study  Area. 
The  proposed  ATCT  would  take  approximately  three  years  to  construct;  demolition  of  the  existing 
ATCT  and  Airport  administrative  offices  would  follow  operation  of  the  new  ATCT  and  take 
approximately  17  months.  Demolition  of  the  existing  ATCT  would  not  commence  until  after  the 
FAA  installs  and  tests  equipment  in  the  relocated  ATCT,  a  process  expected  to  take  approximately 
14  months.  Visual  elements  related  to  construction  would  be  visible  from  both  waterfront  and  inland 
vantages. 

Ground-  and  lower-level  views  of  construction  would  primarily  be  visible  from  certain  waterfront 
vantages  and  vantages  within  the  terminal  complex.  From  these  locations,  it  is  more  likely  that 
viewers  would  see  considerable  heavy  equipment,  construction  activities,  and  associated  \chiclcs. 
including  bulldozers,  cranes,  front-end  loaders,  and  trucks.  High-intensity  ground  lighting  for 
nighttime  construction,  scaffolding,  and  safety  and  directional  signage  would  also  be  a  visible 
element.  However,  construction  associated  with  the  current  renovation  of  Icrminal  2  (and 
subsequent  renovation  of  Terminal  1)  makes  construction  an  existing  visual  feature  at  SFO.  In 
addition,  high-intensity  ground  lighting  would  not  adversely  affect  viewers  because  it  is  an  existing 
feature.  The  number  of  viewers  at  the  Airport  and  from  the  waterfront  decreases  during  the  night 
because  activity  at  the  Airport  decreases  at  night;  the  numbers  of  boats  on  the  Bay  are  substantially 
reduced;  parks  and  industrial  and  commercial  areas  close  for  the  night;  and  people  in  hotels  tend  to 
close  the  curtains,  focus  on  activities  within  their  rooms,  and  then  go  to  sleep. 

As  described  in  Appendix  F,  there  are  not  many  inland  views  of  the  Study  Area,  and  where  views  do 
exist,  they  include  only  the  upper  levels  of  the  existing  ATCT.  Ground-level  views  of  SI-(^  arc  not 


Field  observations  were  conducted  by  an  iCF  Intcmational  landscape  aa-liitcct  on  December  1.  2010.  and 
January  14,  201 1. 
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available  liom  public  roadways,  parks,  and  rcsiclciilial  ami  commercial  areas  located  inland. 
Ihererore.  oidy  construction  activities  taking  place  at  higher  elevations  would  be  visible  over 
existing  development  and  vegetation,  and  high-intensity  ground  lighting  would  not  be  visible. 
I'lements  such  as  scalTolding  and  cranes  would  be  visible  along  with  the  construction  of"  the  upper 
levels  ol  the  proposed  AIC'I  and  the  demolition  o\'  the  upper  levels  of  the  existing  A  IX  1  and 
l  erminal  2.  However,  eonslruelion  activities  arc  currently  taking  place  at  l  erminal  2  and  seatTolding 
and  cranes  arc  an  existing  visual  feature  associated  with  the  Study  Area  and  the  existing  ATCT. 
i'urthermore.  construction  is  temporary  in  nature  and  wouki  not  result  in  adverse  long-term  visual 
elTects.  All  viewer  groups  in  the  Study  Area  and  vicinity  would  be  accustomed  to  seeing 
construction  activities  and  equipment,  and  their  sensitivity  to  such  views  would  be  low. 

4.13.2.2    Operational  Effects 

Once  the  proposed  A  IX'  T  has  been  constructed,  the  views  ot"  the  Study  Area  from  waterfront  and 
inland  locations  would  change.  The  pioposed  A'lC  T  would  be  in  a  different  location  and  would  be 
taller  than  the  existing  A  l  C'  T.  KcU)cation  of  the  A  TC  T  would  not  gieally  affect  the  existing  visual 
character  of  views  because  the  existing  A  IC'  I  is  a  current  visual  element,  rhercforc,  the  proposed 
A  lC'  T  would  not  add  a  new  or  unfamiliar  visual  element  to  viewsheds.  The  height  increase  and 
removal  of  the  existing  A'iX"!"  and  Airport  administration  offices  would  be  the  greatest  factors 
affecting  the  visual  character  of  the  ATI  '  . 

I'rom  most  waterfront  and  inland  vantages  where  the  existing  A  TC'  T  is  already  visible,  the  proposed 
A  rc  1  woulil  likely  be  only  slightly  more  visible  because  of  the  shif\ed  location  and  height  increase, 
as  shown  on  Kxhibit  IV-7.  I  hc  exhibit  illustrates  that  the  proposed  A  IX'  T  would  be  slightly  more 
visible  because  the  shift  in  location  and  height  change  prevent  the  Tower  from  blending  with  the 
views  of"  Ihc  hills  behind  it.  Note  that  tluring  the  time  of  the  analysis  (.lanuary  201  1),  the  proposed 
A  TC"  T  was  still  undergoing  ilcsign  refinement  anil  the  simulation  renects  the  most  recent  concept 
available  at  that  time. 

As  previously  mentioned,  the  proposeil  A  IX"!'  would  not  adversely  affect  the  visual  character  of  the 
area,  because  a  Tower  is  part  of  the  existing  visual  environment.  The  height  inerea.se  would  not  be 
tall  enough  to  make  the  prt)|iosetl  A  TC  T  appear  to  be  out  of  visual  context  compared  with  existing 
visual  conilitions.  In  aildition.  because  the  existing  A  TCT  and  administrative  offices  would  be 
removed,  the  bulk  and  mass  of  the  old  structures  would  no  longer  be  present  and  the  proposed  Tower 
would  appear  to  be  more  streamlined  than  the  existing  Tower.  This  would  be  benetlcial  by  helping 
to  open  up  views  of  the  hills  from  Ihc  Airport  and  the  waterfront  and  in  creating  a  more  continuous 
and  lower  building  profile  of  development  aU)ng  the  waterfront.  Trom  t)ther  vantages,  the  location 
shit\  and  height  increase  would  be  less  noticeable,  as  shown  on  K.xhibit  IV-8.  Similar  to  changes  in 
views  tiom  the  Hay  Trail,  views  from  the  historic  U.S.  Coast  Ciuard  Air  Station  would  be  slightly 
improved  with  the  proposed  ATCT  because  it  is  less  bulky  than  the  existing  ATCT  and 
administrative  offices,  which  would  be  renu)ved. 

The  height  increase  may  also  allow  visibility  of  the  proposed  ATCT  from  certain  inland  vantages 
where  the  existing  A  TCT  is  not  currently  visible,  or  the  shifted  location  may  cause  the  ATCT  to  not 
be  visible  from  other  inland  vantages  where  intervening  vegetation,  buildings,  and  infrastructure 
would  screen  the  Tower.  If  the  proposed  A  TC  T  is  visible  in  new  locations  where  views  did  not 
previously  exist,  i^  is  likely  that  only  the  upper  portions  of  the  Tower  would  be  visible,  similar  to 
most  existing  views. 
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Existing  view  from  the  Bay  Trail,  1.06  miles  southeast  of  the  existing  airport  traffic  control  tower. 


Simulated  view  of  proposed  airport  traffic  control  tower  from  the  same  location. 
Source:  ICF  International,  2010  and  2011 

Prepared  by:  ICF  International,  February  2011  Exhibit  IV-7 


Existing  and  Simulated  Views  of  Proposed 
Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower  from  the  Bay  Trail 
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Existing  view  from  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  Station  overflow  parl<ing  lot,  1  mile  north-northwest  of  the  existing  airport  traffic 
control  tower. 


Simulated  view  of  proposed  airport  traffic  control  tower  from  the  same  location 
Source:  ICF  International,  2011. 

Prepared  by:  ICF  International,  February  2011  Exhibit  IV-8 

Existing  and  Simulated  Views  of  Proposed 
Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower  from  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  Station 
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Views  of  the  proposed  ATCT  from  the  State  scenic  highway,  1-280,  and  the  Juan  Bautista  de  Anza 
National  Historic  Trail  (i.e.,  El  Camino  Real)  would  generally  not  be  visible  because  of  development, 
vegetation,  and  sound  barriers.  Where  views  do  exist,  they  would  be  fleeting  and  visual  changes 
would  not  be  perceptible  as  roadway  travelers  pass  quickly  by  the  gaps  in  vegetation  or  development. 

Views  of  the  proposed  ATCT  from  SFO  itself  would  not  be  noticeable  because  SFO  viewers  are 
familiar  with  features  and  structures  associated  with  airports,  most  passengers  would  not  know  that 
the  Tower  has  been  relocated,  and  those  dropping  off  or  picking  up  passengers  would  not  be 
concerned  or  focused  on  the  Tower. 

The  Proposed  Action  would  not  increase  the  amount  of  nighttime  lighting  within  the  APE  and 
affecting  the  Study  Area.  The  proposed  ATCT  would  have  similar  lighting  to  the  existing  ATCT; 
lighting  levels  would  remain  consistent.  In  addition,  removal  of  the  administrative  office  levels  may 
reduce  the  amount  of  perceived  nighttime  lighting  because  this  light  source  would  no  longer  exist. 
Daytime  and  nighttime  glare  may  result  from  the  proposed  ATCT  if  the  Tower  is  white  or  ver>'  light 
in  color  or  has  a  substantial  amount  of  reflective  surfaces,  such  as  windows  or  high  gloss  paints.  In 
addition,  the  use  of  white  or  light  colors  would  draw  attention  to  the  structure  and  make  it  stand  out 
more  against  its  surroundings. 

Generally,  the  Proposed  Action  would  create  subtle  changes  to  the  existing  visual  environment. 
These  changes  would  not  introduce  a  new  or  unfamiliar  visual  element  and  would  be  in  keeping  \\  ith 
the  existing  visual  character  of  the  area.  While  viewer  sensitivity  ranges  from  moderately  high  to 
low  (see  Appendix  F),  most  views  would  only  be  slightly  affected  and  would  not  be  expected  to  have 
an  adverse  reaction  to  visual  changes  resulting  from  the  proposed  ATCT.  In  addition,  the  Airport 
and  its  related  buildings,  along  with  changes  to  the  SFO  complex  through  improvements  made  o\  er 
time,  are  familiar  visual  elements  in  the  project  vicinity.  With  appropriate  mitigation,  no  adverse 
visual  impacts  would  result  from  the  Proposed  Action.  Furthermore,  because  there  would  be  no 
adverse  visual  effects,  the  Proposed  Action  would  comply  with  federal,  State,  and  local  regulations 
pertaining  to  the  protection  of  visual  resources. 

Use  of  similar  building  materials  and  colors  to  those  found  nearby  would  aid  in  helping  the  proposed 
ATCT  blend  with  its  local  surroundings.  The  use  of  white  or  very  light  colored  materials  or  paints 
should  be  avoided  because  they  would  cause  glare  and  draw  focus  to  the  stnicture.  The  object i\  e 
should  be  to  reduce  the  appearance  of  the  wall  surface  and  structure  and  ensure  visual  compatibility 
with  the  surrounding  environment.  Walls  should  have  low-sheen  and  nonrctlcctix  c  surface  materials 
to  reduce  the  potential  for  glare.  The  use  of  smooth  trowelled  surfaces  and  glossy  paint  should  be 
avoided. 

4.14       Natural  Resources  and  Energy  Supply 

FAA  Order  1050. IE  states  that  a  significant  environmental  impact  to  energy  and  natural  resource 
consumption  occurs  when  airport  actions  result  in  a  demand  that  exceeds  supply  in  relation  to  the  use 
of  energy  by  new  stationary  facilities  and  changes  in  ground  vehicles  and  or  aircraft. 

Under  the  No  Action  alternative,  no  effect  to  natural  resources  and  energy  supply  would  iKcur.  The 
Proposed  Action  would  occur  on  land  that  is  currently  and  has  been  historically  used  for  a\  lation  and 
aviation-related  purposes.  The  proposed  ATCT  site,  the  Airport,  and  the  surrounding  areas  arc  not 
known  to  contain  any  significant  mineral  resources  of  value  to  the  region  or  residcnt.s  of  the  Stale 
While  excavation  would  occur  for  the  purpose  of  installing  piles  to  support  the  relocated  .'M  C  I  .  the 
excavation  activities  would  be  minor  and  no  loss  of  any  mineral  resources  would  occur.  Therefore, 
no  impact  to  these  resources  resulting  from  the  Proposed  Action  would  be  anticipated. 
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The  Proposed  Action  would  not  affect  energy  or  other  natural  resource  consumption  where  demand 
exceeds  the  capacity  of  the  supplier.  While  energy  use  would  increase  during  construction,  once  the 
ATCT  is  operational,  energy  use  would  be  similar  to  levels  experienced  at  the  Airport  today. 

4.15       Hazardous  Materials,  Pollution  Prevention,  and  Solid  Waste 
4.15.1      Solid  Waste 

The  California  Integrated  Waste  Management  Act  (Assembly  Bill  (AB)  939)  was  enacted  in  1989  to 
address  what  were  perceived  as  urgent  problems  of  "diminishing  landfill  space  and  potential  adverse 
environmental  impacts  from  landfilling."  AB  939  diversion  incentives  stimulated  investments  in 
recovery  technologies  and  the  development  of  a  new  recycling  and  composting  infrastructure 
throughout  California.  Statewide,  recycling  rates  have  increased  from  an  estimated  10  percent  in 
1988  to  54  percent  in  2008.''^ 

The  main  facilities  that  generate  solid  waste  at  SFO  include  the  passenger  terminals,  cargo  facilities, 
and  aircraft  maintenance  and  service  centers.  The  CCSF  contracts  with  South  San  Francisco 
Scavenger  Company  to  provide  solid  waste  disposal  services.  Some  Airport  tenants  have  their  oAvn 
waste  disposal  contracts  with  South  San  Francisco  Scavenger  Company  or  other  companies.'*'' 
Construction  activities  also  generate  solid  waste;  construction-related  solid  waste  impacts  are 
discussed  in  Section  4.16.4. 

Newspaper,  glass,  and  aluminum  recycling  bins  are  located  at  restaurants,  bars,  and  coffee  stands  and 
at  other  passenger  and  administrative  areas  in  the  terminal  complex.  South  San  Francisco  Scavenger 
Company  hauls  the  mixed  waste  and  source-separated  materials  from  SFO  to  the  Blue  Line  Transfer 
Station,  where  the  waste  is  sorted.  The  Blue  Line  Transfer  Station  is  located  at  1 80  Oyster  Point 
Boulevard  in  South  San  Francisco.  After  processing  at  the  Blue  Line  Transfer  Station,  the  residual 
waste  is  transported  to  Ox  Mountain  Landfill  near  Half  Moon  Bay.  Ox  Mountain  Landfill's  capacity 
for  accepting  solid  waste  is  estimated  to  be  available  through  2018."*^ 

A  Zero  Waste  Plan  has  been  implemented  at  the  Airport.  In  2007,  more  than  55  percent  of  SFO's 
municipal  waste  was  recycled."*^  In  2009,  the  recycling  rate  had  increased  to  70.5  percent.  A 
summary  of  municipal  solid  waste  generation  and  recycling  quantities  is  presented  in  Table  IV-4. 

Solid  waste  generation  would  not  be  affected  by  the  No  Action  alternative.  The  CCSF  would 
continue  its  present  practices,  including  implementation  of  its  Zero  Waste  Plan. 

The  Proposed  Action  would  result  in  an  increase  of  8,700  square  feet  of  office  space.  This  increase 
in  office  space  is  not  expected  to  result  in  a  significant  increase  in  human  activities  and,  therefore,  a 
significant  increase  in  the  generation  of  trash  and  solid  waste  would  not  be  expected.  Thus,  neither 
the  No  Action  nor  the  Proposed  Action  would  have  a  significant  effect  on  solid  waste  generation 
rates  at  the  Airport. 


Dr.  Kay  Martin  Commentary,  Vice-President,  Bio  Energy  Producers  Association,  January  14,  2009; 
http://www.bioenergyproducers.org/index.php/news/26-renewable-energy-and-waste-diversion  (accessed 
January  13,2011). 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Environmental  Assessment,  Volume  1  - 
Airport  Master  Plan  Improvements,  San  Francisco  International  Airport,  October  1998. 

Cal      Recycle,     Active     Landfills      Profile     for      Ox     Mountain      Sanitary     Landfill,  2000; 
http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/Profiles/Facility/Landfill/LFProfile  1  .asp?COID=l  &FACID=4 1 -AA-0002 
(accessed  January  12,  201 1). 

San  Francisco  International  Airport,  2008  Environmental  Sustainability  Highlights,  2009; 
http://www.flysfo.com/web/export/sites/default/download/about/reports/pd£'2008eshighlights.pdf  (accessed 
January  13,2011). 
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Table  IV-4  

Municipal  Solid  Waste  Recycling  and  Landfill  Disposal  Tonnage  at  SFO 

Municipal  Solid  Waste  Generation  (tons) 


 Activity  Type   1990^^  2007  2009 

TotalMunicipal  Solid  Waste  Generated  9,913  10,711  n.a. 

Sent  to  Landfill  9,913  4,434  n.a. 

Recycled  0  6,277  n.a. 

Percent  Recycled  0%  58.6%  70.5% 


Notes: 

n.a.  =  not  available. 

1/         Solid  waste  generation  rates  for  1990  were  estimated  on  the  basis  of  a  2007  generation  rate  of  0.87  pound 
of  solid  waste  per  passenger.  It  was  also  assumed  that  no  solid  waste  recycling  was  conducted  in  1990 

Source:     San       Francisco       International       Airport,       SFO       Climate       Action       Plan,       revised       February  2010; 

http://www.flysfo.comyweb/page/about/green/index.htTnl,  see  San  Francisco  International  Airport  SFO  Climate  Action  Plan 

Revised  February  2010  (accessed  March  10,  201 1). 
Prepared  by:      AGS,  Inc.,  January  201 1 . 

4.15.2     Hazardous  Materials  and  Pollution  Prevention 

4.15.2.1    Regulatory  Setting 

Several  federal  acts  regulate  the  handling  of  hazardous  wastes,  substances,  and  materials.  These 
include: 

•  The  Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act  of  1976  (RCRA)  is  intended  to  provide 
"cradle  to  grave"  management  of  hazardous  and  solid  wastes,  and  regulation  of  underground 
storage  tanks  (USTs)  containing  chemical  and  petroleum  products. 

•  The  RCRA  was  amended  by  the  Hazardous  and  Solid  Waste  Amendments  of  1984,  \shich 
addressed  corrective  actions  and  permitting  of  hazardous  waste. 

•  The  Toxic  Substances  Control  Act  of  1976  gives  the  U.S.  EPA  the  ability  to  track  the  75.000 
industrial  chemicals  currently  produced  or  imported  into  the  United  States. 

The  Comprehensive  Environmental  Response,  Compensation,  and  Liability  .^ct  of  1980 
(CERCLA),  referred  to  as  "Superfund",  created  a  public  trust  fund  to  assist  w  ith  the  cleanup 
of  inactive  and  abandoned  hazardous  waste  sites  and  accidentally  spilled  or  illegally  dumped 
hazardous  materials.  Only  sites  listed  on  the  National  Priorities  List  (NPL)  are  eligible  for 
funding  through  CERCLA. 

•  The  Oil  Pollution  Control  Act  provides  regulations  for  the  prevention  of  and  response  to  oil 
spills. 

The  U.S.  EPA  has  delegated  much  of  its  regulatory  authority  to  individual  states  whenever  adequate 
state  regulatory  programs  exist.  The  Toxic  Substance  Control  Division  of  the  California  Departmeiii 
of  Health  Services  is  the  agency  empowered  to  enforce  federal  hazardous  materials  and  waste 
regulations  in  California.  State  hazardous  materials  and  waste  laws  are  contained  in  the  California 
Code  of  Regulations,  Title  26.  The  Department  of  Health  Services  acts  as  the  lead  Stale  agency  in 
some  site  investigations  and  remediation  projects. 

The  APE  is  located  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  RWQCB.  The  San  Francisco 
Bay  RWQCB  is  authorized  by  the  State  Water  Resources  Control  Board  to  enforce  the  provisions  of 
the  Porter-Cologne  Water  Quality  Control  Act  of  1969,  which  incoiporatcs  federal  water  protection 
laws.  This  Act  gives  the  San  Francisco  Bay  RWQCB  authority  to  rcquiie  iiroundw  atcr  in\  estimations 
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when  the  quality  of  the  waters  of  the  State  have  been  or  could  be  threatened  and  to  remediate  the  site 
if  necessary  (see  Section  4.6.2). 

The  San  Mateo  County  Department  of  Environmental  Health  (DEH)  is  directly  involved  in  the 
management  of  hazardous  materials  and  wastes  at  the  Airport.  The  various  airline  facilities  and 
generators  of  hazardous  wastes  at  SFO  are  permitted  and  inspected  yearly  by  San  Mateo  County 
DEH.  The  San  Mateo  County  DEH  also  permits  and  inspects  USTs  at  SFO.  The  local  Fire 
Department,  in  coordination  with  the  SFO  Facilities,  Operations,  and  Maintenance  Division, 
regulates  the  use  and  storage  of  flammable  liquids  at  the  Airport.  The  Fire  Department  conducts 
regular  inspections  of  above-ground  storage  tanks  and  facilities  in  which  hazardous  materials  are 
used  or  stored,  and  reports  of  those  inspections  are  kept  on  file.  The  Facilities,  Operations,  and 
Maintenance  Division  follows  up  on  any  suspected  violations  in  hazardous  materials  handling.''^ 

4.15.2.2  Hazardous  Materials  and  Wastes  at  San  Francisco  International  Airport 

The  largest  quantity  of  hazardous  materials  used  at  the  Airport  consists  of  aviation  fuel.  The  fuel  is 
distributed  throughout  SFO  via  pipelines  to  fuel  hydrants  in  the  passenger  terminal  apron  areas. 
Aviation  fuel  for  aircraft  operating  on  other  parts  of  the  airfield  (such  as  general  aviation  and  cargo 
aprons)  is  distributed  by  tanker  trucks.  Most  aviation  fuel  is  used  during  aircraft  operations  and, 
therefore,  generates  little  hazardous  waste.  In  addition  to  aviation  fuels,  smaller  quantities  of  other 
hazardous  materials  are  stored  and  used  at  the  Airport  for  various  purposes.  The  Airport,  airlines, 
and  rental  car  maintenance  facilities,  for  example,  have  underground  gasoline  storage  tanks  and 
facihties  for  the  storage  of  associated  solvents,  cleaners,  and  motor  oil.  Airline  and  other  Airport 
tenants  store  and  use  various  hazardous  materials,  such  as  solvents,  degreasers,  cleaners,  deicers, 
paints,  paint  thinners,  diesel  ftiel,  welding  gases,  and  pesticides  in  support  of  aircraft,  ground 
vehicles,  and  buildings  and  ground  maintenance  and  operations.  A  file  review  conducted  in  January 
2011  at  the  San  Mateo  County  DEH  confirmed  that  various  airlines  and  hazardous  waste  generators 
at  SFO  hold  valid  permits  and  filed  hazardous  materials  business  plans  (HMBPs)  with  San  Mateo 
County.  Most  of  these  facilities  are  permitted  to  each  store  less  than  2 1 9  gallons  or  1 ,999  pounds  of 
hazardous  materials. 

Most  of  the  wastes  at  the  Airport  facilities  are  recycled.  These  wastes  include  used  oil,  spent  jet  fuel, 
and  waste  absorbent.  At  the  American  Airlines  facilities,  for  example,  spent  jet  fuel  is  shipped  to 
Chevron  facilities,  where  it  is  blended  to  make  off-specification  fiiel.  The  waste  absorbent  goes 
through  a  high  temperature  and  pressure  process  to  retain  the  petroleum  hydrocarbons  and  recycle 
back  the  absorbent.  Used  oil  is  sent  to  various  permitted  facilities  for  recycling. 

No  hazardous  materials  or  wastes  are  expected  to  be  generated  by  the  relocated  ATCT  facilities. 
However,  in  the  event  of  a  power  failure  at  the  Airport,  a  backup  generator  required  to  provide  power 
to  the  ATCT  would  use  a  small  above  ground  diesel  fuel  tank.  This  tank  would  be  double  contained 
and  managed  in  compliance  with  the  local  Fire  Department  health  and  safety  procedures,  as  is  the 
tank  for  the  existing  backup  generator.  Other  minor  quantities  of  cleaning  and  janitorial  materials 
would  also  be  used  at  the  new  facilities,  similar  to  what  is  currently  used  in  the  existing  ATCT. 

4.15.2.3  Environmental  Contamination  and  Remediation 

Several  hazardous  material  releases  have  occurred  at  the  Airport,  which  have  resulted  in  localized 
contamination.  All  of  these  releases  involved  fiiel  spills  or  leaks.  All  have  either  been  cleaned  up, 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Planning  Department,  San  Francisco  International  Airport  Master  Plan, 
Final  Environmental  Impact  Report,  May  28,1992. 
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are  under  remediation,  or  are  being  monitored.  Site  investigations  and  remediation  activities  are 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  RWQCB  (see  Section  4.6.2). 

Contaminant  plumes  identified  in  the  site  vicinity  appear  to  occur  in  close  proximity  to  the 
underground  fuel  pipelines.  Because  contaminants  appear  concentrated  in  areas  associated  with  the 
pipelines  (see  Exhibits  IV-4,  IV-5,  and  IV-6),  lower  concentrations  of  hydrocarbons  in  soil  and 
groundwater  would  be  expected  at  the  proposed  ATCT  location  than  reported  during  investigations 
of  hydrocarbon  releases  from  pipelines  in  the  nearby  vicinity."*^  The  proposed  site  for  the  ATCT 
relocation  at  Courtyard  2  is  not  listed  on  any  of  the  environmental  databases  searched.  There  are  no 
NPL  or  candidate  NPL  sites  or  other  active  CERCLA  sites  at  or  adjacent  to  the  proposed  ATCT 
site.'*^ 

4.15.2.4  Asbestos,  Lead,  and  Polychlorinated  Biphenyls 

Asbestos  surveys  conducted  by  the  CCSF  have  indicated  the  presence  of  asbestos-containing 
material  (ACM)  in  the  terminal  buildings  in  the  following  types  of  building  materials:  floor  tile  and 
mastic,  roofing,  drywall  and  joint  tape,  duct  wrap,  thermal  system  insulation,  fireproofmg.  and  pipe 
lagging.  In  accordance  with  State  and  federal  regulations,  asbestos  abatement  would  be  required 
prior  to  any  demolition,  as  discussed  in  Section  4.16.4.^° 

SCA  Environmental,  Inc.,  conducted  hmited  bulk  asbestos  and  lead-based  paint  surveys  in  1995  at 
the  SFO  garage,  Boarding  Areas  B  and  D,  and  walkways  E  and  F.^'  Lead-based  paint  was  identified 
as  yellow  safety  paint  in  the  short  term  parking  garage,  orange  paint  in  Boarding  Area  D,  and  yellow 
safety  paint  in.  walkways  E  and  F.  The  presence  of  lead-based  paint  at  these  identified  locations  at 
SFO  may  indicate  the  existence  of  lead-based  paint  at  areas  to  be  demolished  at  Terminal  2,  as 
discussed  further  in  Section  4.16.4.  The  SCA  Environmental,  Inc.  report  also  stated  that  lighting 
ballasts  with  PCBs  and  mercury-containing  fluorescent  lighting  were  noted  in  the  short  temi  parking 
garage  and  Boarding  Area  D.  If  such  ballasts  and  fluorescent  lighting  are  encountered  at  the  areas  to 
be  demolished  at  Terminal  2,  they  should  be  removed  and  sent  out  to  a  permitted  facility  for  disposal 
or  recycling,  as  discussed  in  Section  4.16.4. 

4.15.2.5  Health  and  Safety  Programs  and  Regulatory  Compliance 

Effective  health  and  safety  programs  are  the  principal  means  of  ensuring  the  health  and  safety  of 
Airport  employees,  construction  workers,  the  public,  and  the  environment.  The  primar)  health  and 
safety  plans  and  policies  in  place  at  the  Airport  include  an  Injury  and  Illness  Prevention  Plan,  a 
Hazard  Communication  Plan,  HMBPs,  an  SWPPP,  and  an  Emergency  Response  Plan.  These  plans 
are  on  file  at  the  Airport,  San  Mateo  County  DEH,  and  the  City  Office  of  I'mcrgcncy  Scpn  ices. 
Active  regulatory  oversight  is  an  important  mechanism  for  maintaining  a  healthy  and  sate 
environment  and  inspections  are  regularly  conducted  by  the  San  Mateo  County  DEH.  Individual 
airlines  also  have  health  and  safety  guidelines  that  cover  the  handling  of  hazardous  materials, 
employee  health  and  safety,  and  specific  in-flight  storage  for  each  make  and  model  of  aircraft. 


Environmental   Science   Associates,  Revised  Phase  I  Environmental  Site  Assessment.   San  Franeisi.t> 
International  Airport,  Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower  Relocation  Project,  March  200'). 
Environmental  Data  Resources,  Radius  Map  with  Geocheck,  Deccmhcr  14,  2010. 

Environmental  Science  Associates,  Revised  Phase  I  Environmental  Site  Assessment.  San  Francisco 
International  Airport,  Airport  Traffiic  Control  Tower  Relocation  Project.  March  2009. 

SCA  Environmental,  Inc.,  Summary  Report:  Limited  Bulk  Asbestos  and  Lead-Based  Paint  Sunvv  and 
Associated  Environmental  Hazards.  SFO  Garage.  Domestic  Terminals  B.  D.  and  U'alkwavs  F  A  F. 
San  Francisco,  California,  December  1995. 
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4.15.2.6    Analysis  of  Potential  Effects 

There  would  be  no  effects  under  the  No  Action  alternative  from  hazardous  wastes  and  materials  other 
than  those  that  already  occur  from  operation  of  the  Airport.  The  airlines  and  some  other  tenants  at 
the  Airport  are  permitted  hazardous  waste  handling  facilities.  Hazardous  wastes  and  materials  at 
these  facilities  are  handled  according  to  individually  prepared  HMBPs  and  are  inspected  by  the  San 
Mateo  County  DEH  for  compliance. 

The  relocated  ATCT  site  is  not  listed  on  any  of  the  federal,  State,  or  local  databases  searched  as  part 
of  the  Phase  I  ESA.  There  are  no  NFL  or  candidate  NPL  sites  or  other  active  CERCLA  sites  at  or 
adjacent  to  the  APE.  The  operation  of  the  relocated  ATCT  and  associated  facilities  are  not  expected 
to  generate  any  significant  hazardous  wastes  or  require  the  handling  of  hazardous  materials  with  the 
exception  of  a  small  diesel  tank  and/or  an  above  ground  diesel  tank  for  the  required  backup 
emergency  generator.  Such  a  tank  would  be  double  contained,  operated  under  a  permit  from  the  Fire 
Department,  and  managed  under  a  Spill  Prevention,  Control,  and  Countermeasure  Plan.  No  other 
storage  or  use  of  hazardous  substances  or  petroleum  products,  other  than  small  amounts  of  materials 
used  for  routine  building  and  equipment  maintenance  (such  as  cleaning  and  janitorial  materials),  is 
expected  as  a  result  of  the  Proposed  Action.  Hazardous  materials  associated  with  construction 
activities  are  discussed  in  Section  4.16.4. 

4.16       Construction  Impacts 

Construction  impacts  result  directly  and  solely  from  construction  activities  and  are,  therefore,  Umited 
to  the  construction  period.  Additionally,  the  construction  period  is  of  relatively  short  duration  in 
comparison  to  the  design  life  of  a  facility,  and  the  impacts  from  such  operations  can  be  mitigated 
using  appropriately  designed  and  phased  construction  techniques.  Specific  effects  of  construction 
activities  have  the  potential  to  cause  air  and  noise  impacts,  as  well  as  soil  and  water  quality  impacts, 
resulting  from  onsite  construction  equipment  operations  and  material  deliveries. 

In  accordance  with  FAA  Order  1050. IE,  the  sponsor  must  follow  local,  state,  tribal,  or  federal 
ordinances  and  regulations  to  address  the  impacts  of  construction  activities,  including  construction 
noise,  dust  and  noise  from  heavy  equipment  traffic,  disposal  of  construction  debris,  and  air  and  water 
pollution.  Although  construction  activities  have  the  potential  to  create  impacts  that  are  temporary  in 
nature,  the  severity  of  potential  impacts  diminish  as  work  progresses  and  generally  disappear  after 
the  construction  phase.  Also,  construction  impacts  alone  are  rarely  significant  pursuant  to  NEPA. 
Under  the  No  Action  alternative,  no  construction  activities  would  occur,  and  there  would  be  no 
construction-related  impacts. 

4.16.1      Construction  Noise 

Construction  of  the  relocated  ATCT  may  result  in  the  temporary  exposure  of  Airport  employees  and 
patrons  to  the  generation  of  excessive  groundbome  vibration  and  noise  levels.  Construction  of  the 
ATCT  would  require  some  minor  excavation  and  potentially  the  use  of  pile  driving  equipment  to  set 
the  foundations  for  the  Tower.  In  addition,  because  of  the  location  of  the  relocated  ATCT  relative  to 
the  airfield  and  local  roadways,  and  the  ongoing  renovations  to  Terminal  2  and  subsequent 
renovations  to  Terminal  1,  the  noise  generated  by  construction  activity  would  not  be  significantly 
greater  than  the  noise  levels  generally  experienced  in  the  surrounding  areas.  As  the  land  uses 
surrounding  the  APE  are  generally  industrial  and  commercial  in  nature,  there  are  no  noise  sensitive 
land  uses  in  the  areas  adjacent  to  the  relocated  ATCT  site.  Therefore,  any  groundbome  vibration  or 
noise  impacts  resulting  from  construction  activities  would  be  temporary  and  have  no  significant 
effect. 
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4.16.2  Air  Quality 

Construction-related  air  pollutant  emissions  are  discussed  in  Section  4.5.  The  CCSF  shall  implement 
the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District's  (BAAQMD)  Basic  Construction  Mitigation 
Measures  (that  are  recommended  for  all  projects  whether  or  not  construction-related  emissions 
exceed  applicable  thresholds  of  significance)  to  reduce  pollutant  emissions  during  construction 
activities: 

•  All  exposed  surfaces  (e.g.,  parking  areas,  staging  areas,  soil  piles,  graded  areas,  and  unpaved 
access  roads)  shall  be  watered  two  times  per  day. 

All  haul  trucks  transporting  soil,  sand,  or  other  loose  material  off-site  shall  be  covered. 

All  visible  mud  or  dirt  track-out  onto  adjacent  public  roads  shall  be  removed  using  wet  power 
vacuum  street  sweepers  at  least  once  per  day.  The  use  of  dry  power  sweeping  is  prohibited. 

•  All  vehicle  speeds  on  unpaved  roads  shall  be  limited  to  1 5  mph. 

•  All  roadways,  driveways,  and  sidewalks  to  be  paved  shall  be  completed  as  soon  as  possible. 
Building  pads  shall  be  laid  as  soon  as  possible  after  grading  unless  seeding  or  soil  binders  are 
used. 

•  Idling  times  shall  be  minimized  either  by  shutting  equipment  off  when  not  in  use  or  reducing 
the  maximum  idling  time  to  5  minutes  (as  required  by  the  California  airborne  toxics  control 
measure  Title  13,  Section  2485  of  California  Code  of  Regulations  [CCR]).  Clear  signage 
shall  be  provided  for  construction  workers  at  all  access  points. 

•  All  construction  equipment  shall  be  maintained  and  properly  mned  in  accordance  with 
manufacturer's  specifications.  All  equipment  shall  be  checked  by  certified  mechanics  and 
determined  to  be  running  in  proper  condition  prior  to  operation. 

•  Post  a  publicly  visible  sign  with  the  telephone  number  and  person  to  contact  at  the  Lead 
Agency  regarding  dust  complaints.  This  person  shall  respond  and  take  corrective  action 
within  48  hours.  The  Air  District's  phone  number  shall  also  be  visible  to  ensure  compliance 
with  applicable  regulations. 

4.16.3  Water  Quality 

The  water  quality  effects  caused  by  the  Proposed  Action,  including  the  impact  of  construction  and 
demohtion  activities,  were  discussed  in  Section  4.6.  The  construction  and  demolition  activities 
associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  could  temporarily  expose  soil  surfaces  and/or  stockpiled  soil  to 
wind  and  water  erosion,  causing  sedimentation  that  would  adversely  affect  water  quality. 

Pollutants  with  the  greatest  potential  to  be  present  in  storm  water  runoff  and  groundwater  as  a  rcsuh 
of  the  Proposed  Action  are  oil  and  grease,  as  well  as  petroleum  hydrocarbons.  I  hc  most  likely 
transport  mechanisms  for  these  substances  into  storm  water  or  groundwater  systems  is  through  spills 
or  leaks,  flow  of  rainwater,  and  outdoor  area  washdowns. 

With  implementation  of  SWPPP  BMPs,  and  adherence  to  the  NPDES  pemiit  requirements,  projected 
increases  in  storm  water  runoff,  transportation,  and  construction  activities  under  tlic  Proposed  .Action 
would  not  significantly  affect  surface  water  or  groundwater  quality  or  discharge  at  SI  C).  Ihc 
Proposed  Action  is  not  expected  to  significantly  increase  the  quantity  or  quality  of  surface  water 
runoff  and  would  not  require  modifications  to  existing  BMPs  or  water  management  programs. 
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The  potential  for  water  quality  impacts  in  the  deeper  aquifer  (the  "A"  zone)  resulting  from  pile 
driving  and  other  construction  activities  is  considered  low  based  on  soil  and  groundwater  conditions 
at  SFO  and  the  scope  of  the  proposed  work.^^ 

Dewatering  of  contaminated  groundwater,  if  encountered  during  excavation,  would  be  performed 
prior  to  project  construction.  Confirmation  sampling  and  groundwater  monitoring  would  be 
conducted  and  a  work  plan  prepared  in  accordance  with  San  Francisco  Bay  RWQCB  Order 
No.  99-045  to  verify  that  remediation  actions  were  successfiil.  Measures  would  be  in  place  for 
handling  contaminated  soil  and  groundwater  and  for  the  protection  of  workers,  the  public,  and  the 
environment,  including: 

Sampling  and  analysis  of  the  excavated  soil  and  encountered  groundwater; 

Complying  with  San  Francisco  Bay  RWQCB  Final  Order  99-045,  which  specifies  measures 
to  protect  workers  and  the  public  from  exposure  to  hazards,  and  provides  for  site  cleanup  in 
accordance  with  appropriate  regulatory  guidance; 

•  Preparing  a  Health  and  Safety  Plan  and  following  OSHA  safety  measures; 

•  Complying  with  the  SWPPP;  and 

•  Use  of  BMPs,  such  as  covering  soil  during  rainy  days  and  avoiding  concrete  wash  release 
into  storm  drains. 

With  implementation  of  the  SWPPP  BMPs  and  proper  health  and  safety  measures  mentioned  above, 
the  effect  of  construction  on  surface  and  groundwater  quality  would  be  less  than  significant. 

There  would  be  no  impacts  to  water  quality  under  the  No  Action  alternative  other  than  those  already 
posed  by  the  existing  Airport.  Airport  management  would  continue  to  implement  the  SWPPP  and 
comply  with  San  Francisco  Bay  RWQCB  Order  99-045  for  the  subsurface  soil  and  groundwater 
investigation,  cleanup,  and  monitoring. 

4.16.4     Solid  and  Hazardous  Waste 

The  effects  of  the  Proposed  Action,  including  the  effects  of  construction  and  demolition  activities, 
were  discussed  in  Section  4.15. 

4.16.4.1  Excavation 

Construction  of  the  proposed  relocated  ATCT  would  involve  the  excavation  of  soil  for  the 
foundation.  Soil  and  groundwater  contamination,  mainly  caused  by  leaks  of  jet  fuel,  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  APE,  at  Boarding  Areas  B  and  C,  was  reported  in  the  Phase  I  ESA."  Therefore,  soil  affected 
by  jet  fuel  or  other  contaminants  may  be  encountered  during  soil  excavation  at  the  Proposed  Action 
site.  Because  of  the  close  proximity  of  the  APE  to  known  subsurface  soil  and  groundwater 
contamination  (see  Exhibits  IV-5  and  IV-6),  such  contamination  may  be  encountered  during  the 
excavation  and  erection  of  the  new  foundations  for  the  new  ATCT.  The  known  contaminants  in  soil 
and  groundwater  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Proposed  Action  are  mainly  petroleum  hydrocarbons  and 


U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Environmental  Assessment,  Volume  1  - 
Documentation,  Airport  Master  Plan  Improvements,  San  Francisco  International  Airport,  San  Francisco, 
California,  October  1998. 

Environmental  Science  Associates,  Revised  Phase  I  Environmental  Site  Assessment,  San  Francisco 
International  Airport,  Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower  Relocation  Project,  March  2009. 
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constituents  of  jet  fuel.  However,  all  known  sources  of  contamination  at  Boarding  Areas  B  and  C.  in 
the  vicinity  of  Courtyard  2,  have  been  remediated.^'* 

If  contaminated  soils  or  groundwater  are  identified  through  physical  testing,  the  CCSF  would  prepare 
a  site  remediation  plan,  prior  to  excavation  or  grading.  Such  a  plan  would  be  in  compliance  with  San 
Francisco  Bay  RWQCB  Order  No.  99-045,  which  specifies  measures  to  protect  workers  and  the 
public  from  exposure  to  hazards,  and  provides  for  site  cleanup  in  accordance  with  appropriate 
regulatory  guidance.  In  accordance  with  OSHA  requirements,  the  CCSF  would  prepare  a  Site  Health 
and  Safety  Plan  prior  to  commencing  work  on  a  contaminated  site.  The  safety  regulations  in  the 
OSHA  requirements  and  applied  onsite,  through  execution  of  the  Health  and  Safety  Plan,  \N  ould 
protect  construction  workers  and  others  from  exposure  to  soil  and  groundwater  contaminants. 

4.16.4.2  Building  Demolition 

In  addition  to  excavated  soil,  demolition  of  the  existing  ATCT  and  the  upper  levels  of  Terminal  2 
would  generate  concrete,  asphalt,  and  various  metal  and  nonmetal  debris.  In  conformance  \\'\\\\  the 
SFO  Zero  Waste  Plan,  more  than  90  percent  of  the  construction  waste  generated  by  the  Proposed 
Action  would  be  recycled.  The  remaining  waste  would  be  disposed  of  at  the  Ox  Mountain  Landfill, 
which  handles  construction,  demolition,  and  mixed  municipal  waste.  The  landfill  has  a  permitted 
throughput  of  3,598  tons  per  day  and  is  anticipated  to  have  sufficient  capacity  through  201 8."'"' 

Asbestos  could  be  encountered  during  demolition  of  the  existing  ATCT  and  upper  lexels  of 
Terminal  2.  The  area  to  be  demolished  would  be  surveyed  for  ACMs  and  appropriate  abatement  of 
identified  asbestos  would  be  conducted  prior  to  demolition.  ACM  is  regulated  both  as  a  hazardous 
air  pollutant  under  the  Clean  Air  Act  and  as  a  potential  worker  safety  hazard  under  the  authority  of 
the  California  Division  of  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  (also  referred  to  as  Cal  'OSHA).  .Airport 
management  would  retain  contractors  licensed  to  conduct  asbestos  abatement  work  and  notify  the 
Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  10  days  prior  to  initiating  construction  and  demolition 
activities. 

Other  hazardous  materials  that  may  be  encountered  in  the  areas  to  be  demolished  would  include 
lead-based  paint,  lighting  ballasts  with  poly-chlorinated  biphenyls  (PCBs),  and  mcrcur>-containing 
fluorescent  lighting.  All  lead-based  paints  would  either  be  removed  or  stabilized  prior  to  demoliiion 
by  a  licensed  and  specialized  lead  remediation  contractor  under  the  supervision  of  a  California 
Department  of  Health  Services  Certified  Lead  Consultant.  Lead-based  paint  debris  would  be 
handled,  profiled,  and  disposed  of  according  to  the  requirements  of  the  regulated  disposal  facility,  in 
compliance  with  all  federal.  State,  and  local  regulations.  When  ballasts  and  fluorescent  lighiing  arc 
encountered  in  the  areas  to  be  demolished,  they  would  be  removed  and  sent  to  a  permitted  facility  for 
disposal  or  recycling. 

4.16.4.3  Analysis  of  Potential  Effects 

As  a  result  of  the  aggressive  recycling  history  at  SFO,  it  is  estimated  that  more  than  90  percent  of  the 
construction  waste  resulting  from  the  Proposed  Action  would  be  recycled.  The  rcmainini:  10  percent 
of  construction  waste  would  most  likely  be  accommodated  at  Ox  Mountain  Landfill.  uIik  Ii  h.\s  t!ic 


Environmental  Cost  Management  hie..  2009  Second  Semi-Anmial  Groundwater  Monitoring.  System 
Operations,  and  Soil  Vapor  Monitorini^  Report.  Delta  .Airlines.  Inc.  Boarding  Areat  B  and  C.  San  FrancLtct) 
International  Airport,  June  10,  2010. 

Cal      Recycle,      Active      Landfills      Profile     for      0\      Mountain      Sanitan      l.ondftll.  2000; 
http://www.calrccycle.ca.gov/Pronies/Facility''LandriII  LFProfilcl  .asp'C'OID  I  &l- ACID  41-AA-OOO: 
(accessed  January  12,  20 11). 
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capacity  to  receive  waste  until  2018.  Therefore,  solid  waste  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action,  as  they 
relate  to  increases  in  construction  and  demolition  wastes,  would  not  be  significant. 

As  mentioned  above,  with  the  proper  profiling  and  disposal  of  any  contaminated  soil  encountered 
during  construction  of  the  Proposed  Action,  and  the  proper  handling  of  materials  containing, 
asbestos,  lead,  mercury,  or  PCBs,  the  effects  from  hazardous  wastes  encountered  during  construction 
activities  would  be  less  than  significant. 

4.16.5     Construction  Traffic 

The  majority  of  construction  staging  and  automobile  parking  related  to  the  Proposed  Action  would 
occur  at  Gate  C-41  (see  Exhibit  III-l).  As  the  result  of  ongoing  renovations  at  Terminal  2  and 
subsequent  renovations  that  will  begin  at  Terminal  1,  construction  traffic  is  accommodated  at  the 
Airport  on  a  daily  basis.  Construction  of  the  ATCT  would  nominally  increase  the  amount  of 
construction  traffic  and  is  not  expected  to  significantly  affect  existing  or  future  traffic  levels  at  the 
Airport. 

4.17       Cumulative  Impacts 

Cumulative  impacts  to  environmental  resources  result  from  incremental  effects  of  proposed  actions 
when  combined  with  other  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  fixture  projects  in  the  area. 
Cumulative  impacts  can  result  from  individually  minor,  but  collectively  substantial,  actions 
undertaken  over  a  period  of  time  by  various  agencies  (federal,  state,  and  local)  or  individuals.  In 
accordance  with  NEPA,  a  discussion  of  cumulative  impacts  resulting  from  projects  that  are  proposed, 
under  construction,  recently  completed,  or  planned  for  implementation  in  the  near  fiature  is  required. 

For  purposes  of  this  analysis,  projects  implemented  within  the  last  5  years  or  proposed  to  be 
implemented  within  the  next  5  years,  and  located  within  1-mile  of  the  project  site  were  identified  (see 
Table  III-6  in  Chapter  III).  The  proposed  ATCT  site  has  been  previously  developed  and  used  for 
Airport  purposes;  it  currently  contains  parking  spaces  for  FAA  staff  and  Airport  police.  Surrounding 
areas  have  also  been  developed  for  a  variety  of  Airport  uses. 

Seven  known  projects  that  are  not  part  of  the  planned  development  assessed  in  this  EA,  but  are 
within  the  general  vicinity  of  the  APE,  would  be  constructed  at  the  Airport  within  the  same 
timeframe  as  the  Proposed  Action.  They  are: 

Improvements  to  the  runway  safety  areas  (RSAs) 

•  Construction  of  a  hydrogen/hythane  fiieling  station 

•  Boarding  Area  E  renovation 

Reconstruction  of  aircraft  aprons  at  Boarding  Areas  C,  E,  F,  and  G  and  Plot  40 

•  Terminal  1  renovation  and  Boarding  Area  B 

•  South  McDonnell  Road  realignment 

•  Reclaimed  water  system  project 

In  addition,  several  other  projects  in  areas  surrounding  the  Airport  are  ongoing  or  are  scheduled  to  be 
initiated  within  the  same  timeframe  as  the  Proposed  Action.  These  include: 

•  Millbrae  Wastewater  Pollution  Control  Plan  Flow  Equalization  Project 

•  Terrabay  Phases  II/III 

•  San  Bruno  CalTrain  station  relocation 

•  Downtown  Mixed-Use  Project  (San  Bruno) 

Anticipated  impacts  from  the  construction  of  these  projects  include: 

•  Temporary  increases  in  emissions; 
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•  Temporary  increases  in  noise  from  construction  equipment  activity; 

•  Temporary  increases  in  construction  and  demolition  debris;  and 

•  Potential  impacts  to  local  surface  transportation  patterns  resulting  from  an  increase  in  traffic 
on  local  roadways  during  construction  and  operation  of  the  projects  listed  above. 

Temporary  increases  in  emissions  at  the  Airport  w^ould  be  controlled  through  implementation  of 
emission  control  measures,  including  watering  of  disturbed  areas,  covering  soil  and  sand  stockpiles, 
covering  trucks  hauling  soil  and  sand,  and  implementing  maintenance  programs  for  construction 
vehicles  aimed  at  minimizing  emissions  (see  Section  4.16.2). 

The  majority  of  construction  activity  associated  with  these  projects  would  occur  during  normal 
business  hours,  when  noise  from  these  activities  would  be  less  noticeable  because  of  other  noise 
sources  in  the  area.  Because  most  of  the  activity  would  occur  on  the  Airport  and  away  from  sensitive 
noise  receptors,  construction  noise  impacts  are  not  anticipated  to  be  significant. 

Neither  the  Proposed  Action  nor  any  of  the  other  planned  activities  at  SFO  are  expected  to  cause  any 
significant  increase  in  the  numbers  of  passengers,  flights,  or  services.  Therefore,  solid  waste 
impacts,  as  they  relate  to  increases  in  waste  generation  by  human  activities,  would  be  less  than 
significant.  Although  the  Proposed  Action  and  other  planned  construction  at  SFO  would  increase  the 
generation  of  construction  waste  and  debris,  such  an  increase  is  already  mitigated  by  the  following: 

•  SFO's  90  percent  construction  waste  recycling  rate; 

•  The  temporary  generation  of  waste  during  construction;  and 

•  The  adequate  capacity  of  the  Ox  Mountain  Landfill  to  receive  anticipated  quantities  of  solid 
waste  generated  by  construction. 

Therefore,  cumulative  solid  waste  impacts,  as  they  relate  to  increases  in  solid  waste,  would  be  less 
than  significant. 

Construction  activities  at  the  Airport,  in  addition  to  the  Proposed  Action,  will  likely  result  in  more 
petroleum  products  and  hazardous  materials  handled  and  more  potential  for  releases  of  these 
materials.  The  planned  activities  at  SFO  could  also  potentially  affect  water  quality  in  the  area  as  a 
result  of  erosion  or  contaminant  exposure  from  construction  areas.  However,  adherence  to  federal 
and  State  waste  regulations  and  storm  water  pollution  prevention  practices,  coupled  with  best 
management  practices,  would  be  in  place  to  prevent  any  significant  impacts  from  these  projects. 
Therefore,  no  significant  cumulative  impacts  to  water  quality  are  expected. 

Impacts  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  would  be  related  to  construction  activities  and  minor 
changes  to  surface  traffic  patterns  compared  to  the  No  Action  alternative.  The  Proposed  Action  is 
not  anticipated  to  increase  the  type  or  amount  of  activity  at  the  Airport,  except  tor  teniporar>- 
increases  in  construction  traffic  and  possible  minor  changes  in  surface  transportation  patterns.  Thus, 
the  Proposed  Action,  when  considered  with  the  projects  identified  above  as  being  within  the  general 
vicinity  of  the  Study  Area,  would  not  create  significant  cumuhitive  impacts  with  respect  to  air 
quality,  noise,  or  surface  traffic  patterns. 

4.18       Other  Considerations 

The  Proposed  Action  is  not  likely  to  be  environmentally  controversial  and  no  known  organized 
opposition  to  the  Proposed  Action  exists.  The  Proposed  Action  is  consistent  with  the  plans,  goals, 
and  policies  of  San  Mateo  County.  In  addition,  the  Proposed  Action  is  not  likely  to  directly, 
indirectly,  or  cumulatively  create  a  significant  impact  on  the  human  environment. 
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V.        List  of  Preparers,  List  of  Parties  Notified 

This  section  identifies  the  principal  preparers  of  this  Draft  EA,  and  identifies  who  was  sent  a  copy  of 
the  Draft  EA  for  review  and  comment. 

5.1         List  of  Preparers 

The  following  individuals  prepared  the  Draft  EA.  Information  provided  includes  the  organizations 
for  which  each  individual  works,  a  brief  synopsis  of  their  relative  experience  and  qualifications,  and 
their  responsibilities  in  the  preparation  of  this  Draft  E  A  document. 

5.1.1  Principal  Federal  Aviation  Administration  Reviewers 

John  Louie,  NEPA  Specialist,  ATO  Western  Service  Area 
FAA  project  manager  and  main  ATO  contact. 

Lorraine  Herson-Jones,  FAA  Counsel,  Office  of  the  Regional  Counsel 

David  P.  Kessler,  AlCP,  Regional  Environmental  Protection  Specialist,  Airports  Division. 
Western-Pacific  Region 

5.1.2  San  Francisco  International  Airport 

Audrey  Park,  Environmental  Planner 

Sponsor's  contracting  project  manager.  Overall  review  and  coordination  with  FAA  Air  TratTic 
Organization,  Western  Service  Area;  SFO  divisions;  consultant  team;  and  stakeholders. 

Avant  Ramsey,  Airport  Planner 

Responsible  for  data  collection,  document  review,  and  coordination  support  for  the  project  team. 

5.1.3  Ricondo  &  Associates,  Inc. 
John  C.  Williams,  Senior  Vice  President 

Qualifications  -  Over  29  years  of  experience  in  airport  environmental  and  physical  plannini:.  with 
significant  experience  in  preparing  and  managing  environmental  assessments  and  cn\  uonmcntal 
impact  statements,  airport  noise  compatibility  planning  projects,  airport  master  planning  projects,  and 
airfield  and  airspace  analyses. 

Responsibilities  -  Overall  quality  control  and  NEPA  guidance. 
Stephen  D.  Culberson,  Director 

Qualifications  -  Over  20  years  of  experience  in  airport  environmental  and  plannnig  studies,  with 
significant  experience  in  preparing  and  managing  environmental  assessments  and  environmental 
impact  statements,  airport  master  planning  projects,  and  activity  forecasts. 

Responsibilities  -  Project  management,  NEPA  documentation,  purpose  >uul  need,  alternatives. 

affected  environment,  and  environmental  consequences. 

Jason  M.  Apt,  Senior  Consultant 

Qualifications  -  Over  S  years  of  airport  and  environmental  planning  experience,  primarily  in 
conducting  air  quality  and  land  use  compatibility  analyses. 
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Responsibilities  -  Air  quality  assessment  and  analyses. 

Lisa  M.  Reznar,  Director 

Qualifications  -  Over  12  years  of  airport  environmental  and  planning  experience.  . 
Responsibilities  -  Lead  author  for  Purpose  and  Need  and  Alternatives  sections. 

Stephen  C.  Smith,  Director 

Qualifications  -  Over  12  years  of  environmental  airport  and  air  traffic  experience,  with  particular 
expertise  in  aircraft  noise  analyses. 

Responsibilities  -  Responsible  for  directing  and  reviewing  the  noise  analysis. 
Casey  L.  Venzon,  Consultant 

Qualifications  -  Over  3  years  of  airport  environmental  experience,  with  particular  expertise  in 
sustainability. 

Responsibilities  -  Responsible  for  managing  documentation  and  project  records. 

5.1.4  AGS,  Inc. 

Bahrain  Khamenehpour,  PhD,  SE,  Senior  Vice  President/Senior  Principal  Geotechnical 
Engineer 

Qualifications  -  Over  28  years  of  experience,  specializing  in  management  of  multi-disciplinary 
projects,  geotechnical  and  environmental  engineering,  hazardous  waste  management,  and  earthquake 
engineering. 

Responsibilities  -  Responsible  for  review  and  management  of  sections  prepared  by  AGS,  Inc. 
Sami  Malaeb,  PE,  REA,  Senior  Environmental  Engineer 

Qualifications  -  Over  20  years  of  experience  in  soil  and  groundwater  investigations  and 
remediation,  with  particular  expertise  in  water  quality  and  hazardous  waste  management. 

Responsibilities  -  Responsible  for  the  water  quality  and  solid  and  hazardous  waste  management 
sections. 

5.1.5  BridgeNet  International 

Paul  Dunholter,  President  and  Managing  Director 

Qualifications  -  Over  25  years  conducting  airport  noise  assessments,  noise  abatement  programs,  and 
development  of  airport  noise  system  monitoring  software. 

Responsibilities  -  Noise 
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5.1.6  CIRCA:  Historic  Property  Development 

Sheila  McElroy,  Principal,  Historic  Preservation  Specialist 

Qualifications  -  Almost  20  years  of  historic  preservation  and  architectural  research,  management 
and  design-related  experience  with  profit  and  non-profit  corporations,  including  eight  years  of 
experience  as  executive  director  for  Main  Street  towns. 

Responsibilities  -  Historic,  archaeological,  architectural,  and  cultural  resources. 
Sarah  Hahn,  Architectural  Historian 

Qualifications  -  Architectural  historian  with  a  range  of  experience  in  the  field  including  hands-on 
conservation  both  in  the  U.S.  and  abroad,  preservation  planning,  interpretation  and  education,  and 
extensive  cultural  resource  documentation  and  evaluation. 

Responsibilities  -  Historic,  archaeological,  architectural,  and  cultural  resources. 

5.1.7  ICF  International 

Jennifer  Stock,  Landscape  Architect 

Qualifications  -  Over  1 1  years  of  experience  in  preparing  visual  analyses  for  NEPA  and  CEQA 
environmental  documentation  for  a  variety  of  project  types. 

Responsibilities  -  Visual  impact  assessment  and  analysis. 
Timothy  Messick,  Senior  Graphic  Artist 

Qualifications  -  Over  13  years  of  experience  preparing  maps  and  infomiation  graphics  for 
environmental  documents,  with  particular  expertise  in  visual  simulations  for  visual  impact 
assessments. 

Responsibilities  -  Prepared  the  visual  simulations  of  the  proposed  ATCT. 
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5.2        List  of  Parties  Notified 

A  Notice  of  Availability  for  the  Draft  Environmental  Assessment  is  being  published  on  Wednesday, 
April  1 3  in  the  San  Francisco  Chronicle,  San  Jose  Mercury  News,  and  the  San  Mateo  County  Times. 
A  copy  of  the  notification  is  also  being  mailed  to  the  agencies  and  organizations  listed  below.  A 
copy  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Assessment  in  Adobe  Acrobat  format  is  also  being  posted  on  the 
project  website  at,  www.ricondoprojects.com/SFO/. 

5.2.1  Federal  Agencies 

•  Nova  Blazej,  Manager,  Environmental  Review  Office,  US  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
Region  9 

Sean  Cullinane,  FAA  Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower 

•  Steve  Edmondson,  Area  Office  Supervisor  -  Habitat  Conservation  Division,  NOAA  National 
Marine  Fisheries  Service  (Southwest  Regional  Office) 

Robert  Hargrove,  Director  of  NEPA  Compliance  Division,  US  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  Office  of  Federal  Activities  (within  Office  of  External  Affairs) 
Executive  Officer,  United  States  Coast  Guard 

Cameron  Johnson,  South  Branch  Chief  -  Regulatory  Division,  US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
(San  Francisco  District) 

•  Ryan  Olah,  Chief  -  Coastal  Branch,  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (California  and  Nevada 
Region  8-Ecological  Services) 

Andrew  Raabe,  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (Cahfomia  and  Nevada  Region  8-Ecological 
Services) 

•  Melissa  Scianni,  Life  Scientist  -  Water  Division,  US  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
Region  9 

Bob  Smith,  US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (San  Francisco  District) 

5.2.2  State  Agencies 

•  Charles  Armor,  Regional  Manager,  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  (Region  3,  Bay 
Delta  Region) 

•  Terry  Barrie,  Office  of  Aviation  Planning,  California  Department  of  Transportation  - 
Division  of  Aeronuatics,  MS  40 

•  Milford  Wayne  Donaldson,  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 

Maria  Lafer,  WRCE,  California  Regional  Water  Quahty  Control  Board  (San  Francisco  Bay 
Region  2) 

Shin-Roei  Lee,  Chief  -  Watershed  Management  Division,  California  Regional  Water  Quality 
Control  Board  (San  Francisco  Bay  Region  2) 

•  Cy  Oggins,  Chief,  Division  of  Environmental  Plarming  and  Management,  California  State 
Lands  Commission 

•  James  B.  Richards,  Deputy  District  Director  -  Environmental  Planning  and  Engineering, 
California  Department  of  Transportation,  District  4 

5.2.3  Local  Agencies 

Aaron  J.  Aknin,  AICP,  Community  Development  Director,  City  of  San  Bruno 
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•  Robert  Batha,  Chief  of  Permits,  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development 
Commission 

Richard  Berger,  Manager  of  Economic  and  Community  Development,  City  of  Daly  City 
Maureen  Brooks,  Planning  Manager,  City  of  Burlingame 

•  Dave    Carbone,    Transportation    Systems    Coordinator,    City/County    Association  of 
Governments  of  San  Mateo  County 

Stacy  Cocke,  Senior  Planner,  Capital  Project  &  Environmental  Planning,  San  Mateo  County 
Transit  District 

Jim  Eggemeyer,  Director,  San  Mateo  County,  Department  of  Planning  and  Building 

Ann  Flemer,  Deputy  Executive  Director,  Policy,  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 

Lisa  Grote,  Director  of  Community  Development,  City  of  San  Mateo 

•  Susy  Kaulkin,  Chief  Planner,  City  of  South  San  Francisco 

•  Doug  Kimsey,  Planning  Manager,  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 

•  Kenneth  Kirkey,  Planning  Director,  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments 

•  Joe  LaClair,  Chief  of  Planning,  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development 
Commission 

•  Lindy  Lowe,  Senior  Planner,  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission 

•  Richard  Marks,  Community  Development  Department  Director,  City  of  Foster  City 

•  William  Meeker,  Community  Development  Director,  City  of  Burlingame 

•  Jaime  Michaels,  Principal  Permit  Analyst,  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development 
Commission 

•  Farhad  Mortazavi,  Community  Development  Director,  City  of  Millbrae 

•  Richard  Napier,  Executive  Director,  City/County  Association  of  Governments  of  San  Mateo 
County 

.     David  Petrovich,  AICP,  City  Planner,  City  of  Millbrae 

Jean  Roggenkamp,  Deputy  Air  Pollution  Control  Officer,  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management 
District 

Lisa  Costa  Sanders,  Acting  Planning  Manager,  City  of  San  Bmno 

Will  Travis,  Executive  Director,  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development 
Commission 

•  Marty  Van  Duyn,  Dir.  Of  Economic  and  Community  Development.  City  of  South  San 
Francisco 

5.2.4  Other 

John  Avalos,  Supervisor,  District  II,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  -  Board  of 
Supervisors 

David  Campos,  Supervisor,  District  9,  City  and  County  of  San  1  raiKisco  -  Board  of 
Supervisors 

David  F.  Carbone,  Roundtable  Program  Manager,  SFO/Conimunity  Roumltahlc 

David  Chiu,  Supervisor,  District  3,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  -  Hmud  of  Siipct\  isors 

Carmen  Chu,  Supervisor,  District  4,  City  and  County  of  San  I  rancisco  -  l^o.ud  of 

Supervisors 

Malia  Cohen,  Supervisor,  District  10,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  -  Board  of 

Supervisors 

Sean  Elsbernd,  Supervisor,  District  7,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  -  Board  of 

Supervisors 
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Mark  Farrell,  Supervisor,  District  2,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  -  Board  of 
Supervisors 

•  Bert  Ganoung,  Manager,  SFO  Noise  Abatement  Office,  SFO/Community  Roundtable 
Jackie  Jacobberger,  President,  League  of  Women  Voters  of  North  and  Central  San  Mateo 
County 

Ellen  Johnck,  Executive  Director,  Bay  Plarming  Coalition 

•  Jane  Kim,  Supervisor,  District  6,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  -  Board  of  Supervisors 
David  Lewis,  Executive  Director,  Save  the  Bay 

Jeremy  Madsen,  Executive  Director,  Greenbelt  Alliance 

•  Eric  Mar,  Supervisor,  District  1,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  -  Board  of  Supervisors 
Mike  McCarron,  Director,  SFO  Bureau  of  Community  Affairs,  SFO/Community  Roundtable 

•  Sonny  Mencher,  President,  Sequoia  Audubon  Society 

•  Ross  Mirkarimi,  Supervisor,  District  5,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  -  Board  of 
Supervisors 

Natural  Resources  Defense  Council 
.    Elisha  Novak,  Airport  Planner,  FAA  Airports  District  Office,  Burlingame,  SFO/Community 
Roundtable 

•  Larry  Reed,  Chapter  Director,  Sierra  Club,  Loma  Prieta  Chapter 

•  Scott  Wiener,  Supervisor,  District  8,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  -  Board  of 
Supervisors 

•  Jim  Wunderman,  President  and  CEO,  Bay  Area  Council 
5.2.5       Public  Review 

Copies  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Assessment  are  also  being  made  available  at  the  following 
locations  for  public  review  during  normal  business  hours. 

Bureau  of  Planning  and  Environmental  Affairs,  San  Francisco  International  Airport,  710  N. 
McDonnell  Road,  3"^  Floor,  San  Francisco,  California  94128 
Burlingame  Public  Library,  480  Primrose  Road,  Burlingame,  California  94010 
.    Foster  City  Library,  1000  East  Hillsdale  Boulevard,  Foster  City,  California  94404 

•  Millbrae  Library,  1  Library  Avenue,  Millbrae,  California  94030 

•  San  Bruno  Library,  701  Angus  Avenue  West,  San  Bruno,  California  94066 
San  Francisco  Main  Library,  100  Larkin  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  94102 
San  Mateo  Main  Library,  55  West  3rd  Avenue,  San  Mateo,  California  94402 

•  Serramonte  Main  Library,  40  Wembley  Drive,  Daly  City,  California  94015 

South  San  Francisco  Main  Library,  840  West  Orange  Avenue,  South  San  Francisco, 
California  94080 
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VII.       List  of  Abbreviations  and  Acronyms 

A  CEQ  -  Council  on  Environmental  Quality 


AB  -  Assembly  Bill 

ACM  -  Asbestos-Containing  Material 

ALP  -  Airport  Layout  Plan 

ALS  -  Approach  Light  System 

ALUCP  -  Airport  Land  Use  Compatibility 
Plan 

APE  -  Area  of  Potential  Effect 

ASTM  -  American  Society  for  Testing  and 
Materials 

ATCT  -  Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower 


B 


BAAQMD  -  Bay  Area  Air  Quality 
Management  District 

BART  -  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit 

BCDC  -  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and 
Development  Commission 

BMP  -  Best  Management  Practices 


CEQA  -  California  Environmental  Quality 
Act 

CERCLA  -  Comprehensive  Environmental 
Response,  Compensation  and  Liability  Act 

CFR  -  Code  of  Federal  Regulations 

CLUP  -  Comprehensive  Airport  Land  Use 
Plan 

CNAHC  -  California  Native  American 

Heritage  Commission 

CNEL  -  Community  Noise  Equivalent  Level 

CNS  -  Communications,  Navigation,  and 
Surveillance 

CO  -  Carbon  Monoxide 


D 

dB  -  decibel 

DEH  -  Department  of  En\  ironincntal  1  Icaltti 
DNL  -  Day-Night  A\cragc  Souml  1 
DOT -U.S.  Dcpartinciit  iit  TransportatUMi 
DPS  -  Distinct  Population  Segment 


CAAA  -  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments 

CARB  -  California  Air  Resources  Board 

C/CAG  -  City/County  Association  of 
Governments  of  San  Mateo 

CCSF  -  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


E 


EA  -  En\  iuMiincntal  Assessment 

EDMS  -  EmissiiMis  nul  Dispersion  Mixlcling 
System 

EIR  -  En\  ironiiK'nlal  lmp.n.-t  Report 
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EIS  -  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

EPA  -  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

ESA  -  Environmental  Site  Assessment 

ESU  -  Evolutionarily  Significant  Unit 


lATA  -  International  Air  Transport 
Association 

IFR  -  Instrument  Flight  Rules 
ILS  -  Instrument  Landing  System 
INM  -  Integrated  Noise  Model 


FAA  -  Federal  Aviation  Administration 

FE  -  Federally  Endangered 

FEMA  -  Federal  Emergency  Management 
Agency 

FIRM  -  Flood  Insurance  Rate  Map 
FONSI  -  Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact 
FR  -  Federal  Register 
FT  -  Federally  Threatened 
FWS  -  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service 


K 


GA  -  General  Aviation 

GSE  -  Ground  Support  Equipment 


H 


HMBP  -  Hazardous  Materials  Business  Plan 

HVAC  -  Heating,  Ventilating,  and  Air 
Conditioning 


M 


MLTP  -  Mel  Leong  Treatment  Plant 


N 

n.a.  -  not  available 

NAAQS  -  National  Ambient  Air  Quality 
Standards 

NEPA  -  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 

NHPA  -  National  Historic  Preservation  Act 

NO2  -  Nitrogen  Dioxide 

NOx  -  Oxides  of  Nitrogen 

NOI- Notice  of  Intent 

NPDES  -  National  Pollutant  Discharge 
Elimination  System 

NPIAS  -  National  Plan  of  Integrated  Airport 
Systems 
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NPL  -  National  Priorities  List 

NFS  -  National  Park  Service 

NRHP  -  National  Register  of  Historic  Places 

NRIS  -  National  Register  Information  System 

o 

O3  -  Ozone 

OSHA  -  Occupational  Safety  and  Health 
Administration 
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s 

SE  -  State  Endangered 

SFO  -  San  Francisco  International  Airport 

SIP  -  State  Implementation  Plan 

SO2  -  Sulfur  Dioxide 

SOx  -  Sulfur  Oxides 

SWPPP  -  Storm  Water  Pollution  Prevention 
Plan 


P 

Pb  -  Lead 

PBB  -  Passenger  Boarding  Bridge 
PCBs  -  Polychlorinated  Biphenyls 
PL  -  Public  Law 
PMio  -  Particulate  Matter 
PM2.5  -  Fine  Particulate  Matter 


R 

RCRA  -  Resource  Conservation  and 
Recovery  Act 

ROD  -  Record  of  Decision 

RSA  -  Runway  Safety  Area 

RWQCB  -  San  Francisco  Bay  Regional  Water 
Quality  Control  Board 


TERPS  -  U.S.  Standard  for  Terminal 
Instrument  Procedures 

TRACON  -  Terminal  Radar  Approach 
Control 

TSCA  -  Toxic  Substances  Control  Act 


U 

UAL  -  United  Airlines 

URBEM1S2007  -  Urban  Emissions  2007 
Model 

U.S.C.  -  United  States  Code 
UST-  Undcruriunul  Siorauc  l  ank 


VFR  -  Visual  I-lii:Iii  Rules 

VOCs  -  Volatile  Organic  Compounds 
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w 

WPCP  -  Wastewater  Pollution  Control  Plant 
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Proposed  ATCT  Floor  Plans,  Levels  1-3 
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1ST  FLOOR  =  4,240  SQ.FT. 
2ND  FLOOR  =  5,417  SQ.FT. 
3RD  FLOOR  =14.901SQ.FT. 

TOTAL  =24,558  SQ.FT. 
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Noise  Analysis 


San  Francisco  International  Airport 

Appendix  B.  Noise  Anaiysis  Appendix 
B.1  introduction 

This  appendix  presents  the  assumptions  associated  with  existing  and  future  noise  conditions  at  San 
Francisco  International  Airport  in  terms  of  CNEL  noise  contours  for  the  Environmental  Assessment 
for  the  relocation  of  the  Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower  (ATCT)  at  San  Francisco  International 
Airport  (SFO). 

B.2         Existing  Baseline  Noise  IVIodeling  Inputs 
B.2.1       Existing  Aircraft  Operations 

The  existing  noise  environment  for  San  Francisco  International  Airport  was  evaluated  based  upon  the 
level  of  aircraft  operations  in  2010,  and  the  associated  airport  operational  characteristics;  the  baseline 
or  existing  noise  exposure  contour  maps  reflect  annual  conditions.  The  development  of  the  baseHne 
conditions  used  data  from  a  variety  of  sources,  including: 

•  Aircraft  tower  counts 

•  Aircraft  situational  display  to  industry  (ASDI),  for  IFR  aircraft 

•  Operations  flight  information  and  radar  data  from  the  Airport  Noise  and  Operations 
Management  System  (ANOMS) 

•  Discussions  with  Airport  Noise  Abatement  Office  staff 

Aircraft  noise  exposure  maps  were  generated  using  the  FAA's  Integrated  Noise  Model  (INM);  INM 
version  7.0b  was  used  for  this  Environmental  Assessment  (EA).  The  INM  computer  model  requires 
a  variety  of  operational  data  to  evaluate  the  noise  environment  around  an  airport.  These  data  include 
the  following  information,  which  are  discussed  in  detail  in  the  following  paragraphs: 

•  Total  aircraft  activity  levels 

•  Aircraft  fleet  mix  categories 

•  Detailed  aircraft  fleet  mix 

•  Time  of  day 

•  Runway  use 

•  Departure  and  arrival  procedures 

•  Flight  paths 

•  Flight  path  utilization 

B.2. 1 . 1  Total  Aircraft  Activity  Levels 

The  total  aircraft  operational  levels  were  derived  directly  from  the  FAA's  ATCT  activity  data,  called 
tower  counts.  The  tower  count  data  showed  that,  for  2010,  there  were  a  total  of  387.248  operations, 
or  an  average  of  1,061  operations  per  day  (an  operation  is  one  takeotT  or  one  laiulinu)  l  ablc  B-I 
summarizes  the  tower  count  operational  data  for  2010. 
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Table  B-1 


Airport  Tower  Counts  for  Baseline  Period  (2010) 


Average  Daily 

 Category  Annual  Operations  Operations 

Air  Carrier  288,475  790.3 

Air  Taxi  83,493  229.7 

Civil  12,570  34.4 

Military  2,710  7.4 


TOTAL  387,248  1,060.9 


Source:  San  Francisco  International  Airport,  February  2011. 
Prepared  by:      BridgeNet  International,  February  201 1. 

B.2.2       Aircraft  Fleet  Mix  Categories 

Breakdowns  by  aircraft  fleet  mix  are  presented  within  this  section,  with  fUrther  refinements  of  these 
categories  in  the  subsequent  section,  Detailed  Aircraft  Fleet  Mix.  Aircraft  fleet  mix  categories  are 
defined  relative  to  type  of  aircraft  (i.e.,  jet  or  propeller),  as  well  as  size  and  noise  characteristics.  The 
categories  were  determined  from  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport's  ANOMS  data  and  ASDI 
radar  data  sources.  Table  B-2  presents  operations  for  the  different  categories  of  aircraft.  It  is  not 
possible  to  definitively  categorize  all  of  the  operations  into  unique  groups,  although  the  following 
aircraft  groupings  do  generally  define  the  categories  of  operations  that  occur  at  the  Airport  and  that 
were  used  within  this  study. 

Table  B-2  

Operations  by  Aircraft  Category  -  2010  Baseline  Period 

Aircraft  Category 


Wide  body  (Long-haul) 
Wide  body  (Medium-haul) 
Narrowbody  (Quieter) 
Narrowbody  (B757) 
Narrowbody  (Louder) 
Regional  Jet 
Commuter  Propeller 
Business  Jet  (Large) 
Business  Jet  (Med/Small) 
General  Aviation  (Propeller) 
Military  (Fixed  wing) 
Helicopters  (Civil  and  Military) 


Daily 

Annual 

Operations 

Operations 

84.8 

30,953 

47.3 

17,279 

420.9 

153,631 

115.9 

42,304 

21.5 

7,854 

171.4 

62,570 

120.9 

44,139 

25.0 

9,119 

26.7 

9,737 

13.5 

4,931 

3.3 

1,188 

9.7 

3,541 

1,061.0 

387,248 

Source:  BridgeNet  International,  February  201 1. 
Prepared  by:      BridgeNet  International,  February  20 1 1 . 
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B.2.3       Detailed  Aircraft  Fleet  Mix 

The  specific  mix  of  aircraft  that  operate  at  the  Airport  is  one  of  the  most  important  airport  noise 
exposure  factors.  The  fleet  mix  assumptions  are  presented  in  Table  B-3.  This  table  presents  the 
average  daily  operations  for  each  type  of  aircraft  used  in  the  INM  noise  model,  as  well  as  a 
description  of  these  aircraft. 

The  aircraft  fleet  mix  data  reported  in  the  previously  identified  sources  does  not  identify  the  specific 
engine  type  used  on  each  aircraft,  which  is  required  for  noise  modeling  with  INM.  Therefore,  it  was 
necessary  to  assign  an  INM  aircraft  type.  For  instance,  an  aircraft  could  be  equipped  with  one  of 
three  different  engines;  each  has  a  different  noise  profile.  The  INM  aircraft  type  assigned  for  each  of 
the  aircraft  operating  at  San  Francisco  International  Airport  was  based  upon  the  INM  type  thai  most 
closely  matched  the  type  of  aircraft  (and  aircraft/engine  combination)  that  operates  at  the  Airport. 
Some  aircraft  with  smaller  numbers  of  operations  were  grouped  into  the  aircraft  type  that  was  most 
representative  of  the  characteristics  of  that  aircraft.  In  addition,  some  aircraft  types  are  not  in  the 
model  and  are  assigned  a  type  that  the  FAA  has  determined  to  most  closely  match  that  aircraft.  For 
example,  the  CRJ700  is  not  in  the  INM  model;  the  FAA  states  to  use  the  CRJ900  as  a  substitution 
aircraft  for  the  CRJ700.  For  this  EA,  the  following  INM  aircraft  substitutions  were  approved  by  the 


FAA: 


Aircraft 


Aircraft  INM  Substitution 


Reason 


Boeing  747-8 


B747-400 


INIVI  v7.0b  does  not  have  a  747-8 
aircraft.  The  FAA  reconnmends  the 
B747-400  as  a  substitute  aircraft. 


Boeing  787 


Airbus  A-330 


INM  v7.0b  does  not  have  a  B-787 
aircraft  profile:  the  A-330  most  closely 
matches  the  anticipated  noise  profile 
of  the  B-787  and  recommended  by 
the  FAA. 
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Table  B-3  

Detailed  Operations  by  INiVI  Aircraft  Type  -  2010  Baseline  Period 

INM  Type  Category        2010  Daily  Operations    2010  Annual  Operations 


74720B 

Widebody 

0.16 

57 

747400 

Long-Haul 

41.19 

15,033 

777200 

23.93 

8,733 

777300 

13.54 

4,944 

A330-301 

1.27 

462 

A340-21 1 

4.73 

1,725 

A380 

747-8  (747400) 

787-8  (A330-301) 

767300 

Widebody 

32.06 

11,704 

/D/4(JU 

Medium-Haul 

f\  AO 

O.Oo 

30 

11.55 

4,216 

AoUU-bzZK 

0.18 

67 

A31 0-304 

1.99 

725 

DC1030 

0.69 

1 

253 

mul  1 PW 

0.78 

284 

7373B2 

Narrowbody 

21.10 

7,700 

737400 

(Quieter) 

6.62 

2,418 

737500 

3.70 

1,351 

737700 

72.09 

26,311 

/o/oUU 

■70"7ftnA 

/o/^  aOO 

41.20 
16.00 

15,039 
5,841 

IVIU902O 

1.31 

480 

A  "li  Q  1  01 

r\0  1  y-  1  ^3  1 

y/ .DO 

f\.iZ\J-Z\  1 

150.77 

55,031 

MO^  1  -ZO^ 

1  U.'tD 

OiO  1  * 

■7CTD\A/ 

Narrowbody 

ob,bo1 

fOlT\r\ 

(757) 

10.01 

o  ceo 
o,dd3 

/D/oUU 

O  07 

o.Zf 

o  ooo 
0,020 

r^oncLJVA/ 
UOybrlW 

Narrowbody 

0.05 

18 

MUoo 

(Louder) 

21 .47 

7  OOC 

7,835 

CL601  (CRJ2) 

Regional  Jet 

75.39 

27,516 

r^D  IQ  CO 

Qt  no 

oi  .uy 

^y,oyb 

EMBUS 

1.02 

373 

EMB190  (EMB14L) 

13.93 

5,085 

HS748A 

Commuter 

0.74 

271 

1900D 

1.68 

612 

DHC8400 

1.50 

549 

EMB120 

117.01 

42,707 
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Table  B-3  (continued)  

Detailed  Operations  by  INIVI  Aircraft  Type  -  2010  Baseline  Period 


INM  Type 

Category 

lu  uaiiy  vjperaiions 

lu  Annual  wperaiions 

L>LDUU 

ft  49 

0.82 

298 

GiV 

10.14 

3,700 

1  o 

Ri  icinocc  lot 

CNA55B 

^Med/smalh 

9.05 

3,303 

lAII?'^; 
\r\  1  1 

4  24 

1 ,547 

6.80 

2,481 

SABR80 

4.25 

1,551 

BEC58P 

General  Aviation 

1.71 

626 

CNA441 

(Propeller) 

4.28 

1,563 

GASEPV 

7.51 

2,742 

C130 

Military 

1.04 

381 

C17 

1.06 

387 

F-18 

1.15 

420 

HELO  (mil/civil) 

Helocopter 

9.70 

3,541 

Total 

1060.95 

387,248 

Source:  BridgeNet  International,  February  20 1 1 . 
Prepared  by:  BridgeNet  International,  February  2011 . 

B.2.4       Time  of  Day 

In  the  CNEL  metric,  a  24-hour  day  is  broken  down  into  day,  evening,  and  night.  Evening  is  defined 
as  7  p.m.  to  10  p.m.,  and  aircraft  are  penalized  by  adding  5  dBA  to  each  operation;  nightiimc  is 
defined  as  10  p.m.  to  7  a.m.,  and  operations  are  penalized  10  dBA. 

For  the  2010  base  period,  the  overall  percentage  of  evening  operations  at  San  Francisco  international 
Airport  was  16  percent;  nighttime  operations  at  San  Francisco  International  Airport  were  14  percent, 
as  summarized  in  Table  B-4.  Of  the  1,061  average  daily  operations,  169  occuired  in  the  e\  cning 
hours  between  7  p.m.  and  10  p.m.,  while  153  operations  occuiTcd  between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  I  hc 
specific  percentages  of  daytime,  evening,  and  nighttime  of  the  INM  categories  arc  presented  in  detail 
in  Table  B-5. 
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Table  B-4 


Summary  of  Operations  by  Time  of  Day  (2010) 


Time  of  Day 


Arrival 


Departure 


Day 

Evening 
Night 


70% 


11% 


19% 


69% 


13% 


17% 


Source:      BndgeNet  International,  February  20 1 1 . 
Prepared  by:      BndgeNet  International,  February  201 1. 


B.2.5       Runway  Use 

An  additional,  important  consideration  in  developing  the  noise  exposure  contours  is  the  percentage  of 
time  each  runway  is  used.  The  speed  and  direction  of  the  wind  dictate  the  direction  in  which  the 
runways  are  operated  (north  versus  south).  In  general,  aircraft  operate  into  the  wind  -  departing  into 
the  wind  and  arriving  into  the  wind.  When  the  wind  direction  changes,  operations  are  shifted  to  the 
runway  end  that  favors  the  new  wind  direction. 

At  San  Francisco  International  Airport  many  other  factors  also  influence  which  runway  is  utilized. 
The  aircraft  fleet  mix  has  different  runway  uses  based  upon  aircraft  size,  performance,  and  operation 
type.  These  factors  include: 

•  Wind  speed  and  direction 

•  Required  runway  length  for  departure  by  aircraft  type  and  weight 

•  Noise  abatement  procedures 

•  Airport  operational  efficiency 

•  Interaction  with  other  bay  area  airports 

•  Weather  minimums 

•  Terrain  and  obstacle  clearance 

The  existing  runway  use  percentages  presented  in  Table  B-6  are  based  upon  a  full  year  of  2010 
ANOMS  data.  The  table  presents  the  percentage  that  each  runway  was  used  during  the  daytime, 
evening,  and  nighttime  hours. 
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Table  B-5  

Detailed  Operations  by  Time  of  Day  (2010) 


Percent 


2010  Daily 

2010  Annual 

Daily  Arnvals 

Daily  Departures 

iNM  Type 

Category 

Opeations 

Operations 

Day 

Evening 

Night 

Day 

Evening 

Night 

Widebody 

0  16 

57 

50% 

50% 

50% 

13% 

747400 

l_Ui  1^-1  laUl 

41 .19 

15,033 

77% 

10% 

13% 

43% 

12% 

44% 

23.93 

8,733 

59% 

29% 

12% 

56% 

19% 

24% 

777 "^nn 

Iff  0<J\J 

13  54 

4  944 

86% 

14% 

0% 

41% 

15% 

44% 

1 .27 

462 

98% 

2% 

100% 

AOyin  91  1 
MOH-U"^  1  1 

4  73 

1,725 

78% 

21% 

1% 

33% 

59% 

7«X. 
/  n 

A380 

77% 

10% 

13% 

48% 

12% 

40% 

747-ft  ^747400^ 

77% 

10% 

13% 

48% 

12% 

40% 

787-8  (A330-301 ) 

59% 

29% 

12% 

56% 

19% 

24% 

7fi710f) 

1  \J  1  \J\J\J 

\A/iHohinH\/ 
V  V  lucuuu  y 

32.06 

11,704 

55% 

34% 

12% 

63% 

14% 

23% 

767400 

MoHit  im-Hsii  il 

IVICUIUI 1 1  )  ICIUI 

0.08 

30 

50% 

25% 

25% 

50% 

25% 

25% 

767CF6 

11.55 

4,216 

49% 

18% 

33% 

49% 

13% 

38% 

A300-622R 

0.18 

67 

53% 

11% 

42% 

11% 

53% 

32% 

A31 0-304 

1.99 

725 

49% 

1% 

49% 

9% 

48% 

42% 

DC1030 

0.69 

253 

49% 

3% 

46% 

23% 

49% 

29% 

MDHPW 

0.78 

284 

99% 

96% 

3% 

3% 

7373B2 

INdF  lUWUOUy 

7  700 

/  o  /o 

1  3  /o 

O  /o 

/  z  /o 

0^ 

737400 

6.62 

2  418 

81% 

15% 

3% 

737500 

3.70 

1,351 

63% 

24% 

14% 

77% 

13% 

10% 

737700 

72.09 

26,31 1 

65% 

20% 

15% 

71% 

16% 

12% 

737800 

41 .20 

15,039 

67% 

18% 

1 5% 

76% 

8% 

16% 

737900 

16.00 

5,841 

69% 

23% 

9% 

73% 

15% 

12% 

MD9028 

1 

1.31 

480 

58% 

12% 

30% 

65% 

35% 

A319-131 

97.65 

35,643 

68% 

20% 

12% 

70% 

11% 

19% 

A320-211 

150.77 

55,031 

68% 

19% 

13% 

67% 

10% 

23% 

A32 1-232 

10.46 

3,817 

42% 

50% 

7% 

56% 

8% 

36% 

7C7DIA/ 

A £)/ rvV 

Narrowbody 

97.62 

35,631 

68% 

19% 

13% 

73% 

7% 

19% 

757RR 

(757) 

10.01 

3,653 

31% 

29% 

40% 

50% 

7% 

43% 

757300 

8  27 

3,020 

55% 

18% 

27% 

75% 

3% 

22% 

DC95HW 

Narrowbody 

0.05 

18 

100% 

100% 

MD83 

(Louder) 

21.47 

7,835 

74% 

21% 

5% 

62% 

5% 

33% 

CL601  (CRJ2) 

Regional  Jet 

75.39 

27,516 

76% 

16% 

7% 

70% 

22% 

9% 

CRJ9-ER 

81  09 

29,596 

77% 

17% 

6% 

76% 

17% 

8% 

EMB145 

)■ 

1  02 

373 

81% 

10% 

10% 

81% 

12% 

8% 

EMB190 

(EMB14L) 

13.93 

5,085 

79% 

15% 

6% 

82% 

17% 

1% 

HS748A 

Commuter 

0  74 

271 

88% 

8% 

3% 

79% 

11% 

11% 

1900D 

1.68 

612 

61% 

13% 

25% 

60% 

14% 

25% 

DHC8400 

1.50 

549 

91% 

8% 

1% 

90% 

9% 

EMB120 

117.01 

42,707 

74% 

16% 

10% 

75% 

15% 

10% 

CL600 

Business  Jel 

8  42 

3,072 

84% 

12% 

4% 

88% 

r% 

S% 

CNA750 

(Large) 

5.62 

2,049 

79% 

14% 

7% 

87% 

e% 

e% 

GIIB 

082 

298 

81% 

11% 

8% 

82% 

10% 

8% 

GIV 

I 

10  14 

3,700 

81% 

12% 

6% 

88% 

5% 

7% 
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Table  B-5  (continued)  


Detailed  Operations  by  Time  of  Day  (2010) 


Percent 

INM  Type 

Category 

2010  Dally 
Opeations 

2010  Annual 
Operations 

Day 

Daily  Arrivals 
Evening 

Night 

Day 

Daily  Departures 
Evening 

Night 

CIT3 

Business  Jet 

2.34 

855 

72% 

17% 

10% 

84% 

12% 

5% 

1  A  CCD 

CNA55B 

(Med/small) 

9.05 

3,303 

77% 

14% 

8% 

83% 

9% 

8% 

IA1 125 

4.24 

1,547 

80% 

13% 

8% 

84% 

9%. 

7% 

LEAR35 

6.80 

2,481 

83% 

10% 

7% 

86% 

7% 

7% 

1  ,D0  1 

/o 

110/ 

1  1  /o 

/  /o 

70/ 

/  /o 

GO/ 
D  /o 

BEC58P 

General 
Aviation 

1.71 

626 

56% 

20% 

25% 

49% 

21% 

29% 

CNA441 

(Propeller) 

4.28 

1,563 

70% 

17% 

13% 

61% 

17% 

21% 

GASEPV 

7.51 

2,742 

80% 

11% 

9% 

75% 

12% 

13% 

CI  30 

Military 

1.04 

381 

100% 

100% 

C17 

1.06 

387 

100% 

100% 

F-18 

1.15 

420 

100% 

100% 

HELD  (mil/civil) 

Helocopter 

9.70 

3,541 

73% 

12% 

15% 

75% 

14% 

11% 

Source:  BridgeNet  International,  February  201 1. 
Prepared  by:  BridgeNet  International,  February  201 1 . 
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Table  B-6 


Runway  Use  Assumptions  per  Aircraft  Category  (2010) 

Aircraft  Category                                 Oper         OIL  19R 

01 R 

19L 

10L 

28R 

ICR 

28L 

Day  and  Evening  Departures 

Q 

0.2% 

4.2% 

A  OO/ 

u.oyo 

6.0% 

53.4% 

1 ,4% 

34 , 5% 

Wide  Body  (IMedium  Haul) 

D 

2.1% 

0.7% 

38.9% 

4.6% 

13.6% 

3,5% 

36,6% 

Narrow  Body  (Quieter/B757) 

D 

32.1% 

1 .0% 

42.5% 

2,3% 

4,1% 

4.9% 

13.1% 

Narrow  Body  (Louder) 

D 

25.5% 

1 .2% 

46.2% 

2,9% 

3,6% 

6.9% 

13.8% 

Regional  Jets 

D 

25.8% 

1.1% 

52. 1  % 

1 .5% 

3,7% 

5  2% 

10  6% 

Commuter  Props 

D 

52.8% 

0.7% 

24.8% 

0.9% 

5,1% 

5,4% 

10.2% 

Business  Jets 

Q 

25.3% 

0.7% 

35.1% 

6.0% 

27.5% 

0,3% 

5.2% 

Smaller  Propeller  GA 

D 

19.7% 

1.1% 

35.0% 

3.5% 

31 . 1  % 

1 .4% 

8,2% 

i\^ilitary 

D 

•1  a  TO/ 
lb./  70 

■1  C  "70/ 

10. 1  /a 

CC  CO/ 
DD.b/o 

11,1% 

Night  Departures 

Wide  Body  (Long  Haul) 

D 

0.9% 

5.5% 

13.6% 

55.5% 

5,1% 

19,4% 

Wide  Body  (l\^edium  Haul) 

D 

20.1% 

0.5% 

48.8% 

3.3% 

4.1% 

1 1 .0% 

12,2% 

Narrow  Body  (Quieter/B757) 

D 

25.3% 

0.4% 

52.0% 

1 .6% 

1 .5% 

6.2% 

13,0% 

Narrow  Body  (Louder) 

D 

21.6% 

0.4% 

51 .3% 

1.1% 

1.1% 

1 0-7% 

13.7% 

Regional  Jets 

D 

15.4% 

0.9% 

63.2% 

1 .5% 

1,3% 

7,3% 

10  4% 

Commuter  Props 

D 

74.1% 

0.8% 

5.4% 

2.5% 

7,2% 

9.9% 

Business  Jets 

D 

16.8% 

0.3% 

22.9% 

16.0% 

37,0% 

1  3% 

5.7% 

Smaller  Propeller  GA 

D 

30.7% 

0.5% 

7.7% 

17.5% 

26,0% 

9  6% 

7.9% 

Military 

100. U/o 

Day  and  Evening  Arrivals 

Wide  Body  (Long  Haul) 

A 

8.5% 

0,2% 

39,0% 

52  4% 

Wide  Body  (IVledium  Haul) 

A 

7.7% 

0,1% 

56,5% 

35  6% 

Narrow  Body  (Quieter/B757) 

A 

1.1% 

6.3% 

0,1  % 

55,7% 

36  9% 

Narrow  Body  (Louder) 

A 

1.6% 

8.4% 

0,2% 

57,1% 

32  7% 

Regional  Jets 

A 

1.9% 

5.7% 

0,1% 

47,6% 

44  6% 

Commuter  Props 

A 

1.8% 

4.8% 

0.1% 

42.6% 

50  7% 

Business  Jets 

A 

1.7% 

4.0% 

0,1% 

78,5% 

15.7% 

Smaller  Propeller  GA 

A 

1.8% 

3,4% 

0.2% 

80,9% 

13.7% 

Milltsry 

A 

5.3% 

78  9% 

15.8% 

Night  Arrivals 

Wide  Body  (Long  Haul) 

A 

6.6% 

0,2% 

76  9% 

16.2% 

Wide  Body  (IVledium  Haul) 

A 

6.2% 

0  2% 

73.2% 

20  3% 

Narrow  Body  (Quieter/B757) 

A 

8.8% 

0.0% 

73  8% 

17.4% 

Narrow  Body  (Louder) 

A 

2.4% 

12,1% 

67  5% 

180% 

Regional  Jets 

A 

1.4% 

9,9% 

0  1% 

66  2% 

22  4% 

Commuter  Props 

A 

1.8% 

9,6% 

0  2% 

64.0% 

24  5% 

Business  Jets 

A 

1.5% 

5,8% 

84  2% 

8  5% 

Smaller  Propeller  GA 

A 

2.6% 

2,6% 

0,4% 

82  7% 

11  8% 

IVIilitary 

A 

100  0% 

Source:  San  Francisco  International  Airport,  February  20 1 1 ;  BridgeNet  International,  February  20 1 1 . 
Prepared  by:  BridgeNet  International,  February  20 11 . 
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For  this  study,  the  runway  use  was  determined  for  each  category  of  aircraft  for  the  day,  evening,  and 
night  periods.  The  most  common  operational  configuration  is  to  arrive  on  Runways  28L/R  and  to 
depart  on  Runways  OIL/R.  Large,  heavy  aircraft  often  need  a  longer  runway  for  departure  than 
Runways  OIL/OIR  and  will  takeoff  off  on  Runway  28R.  The  second  most  common  operational 
configuration  is  to  arrive  and  depart  on  Runways  28L/R.  The  third  most  common  operational 
configuration  is  to  arrive  on  Runways  19L/R  and  to  departure  on  Runways  lOL/lOR.  All  other 
configurations  are  rare  and  are  only  used  when  strong  wind  conditions  dictate  the  use  of  those  flow 
conditions. 

B.2.6       Flight  Paths/Tracks  and  Flight  Path  Use 

The  FAA  has  established  procedures  (oftentimes  referred  to  as  flight  tracks)  for  aircraft  arriving  and 
departing  fi-om  San  Francisco  International  Airport.  These  conventional  procedures  are  not  precisely 
defined  ground  tracks,  but  represent  a  path  along  the  ground  over  which  aircraft  generally  fly.  With 
more  modem  procedures  that  utilize  GPS  navigation,  they  are  becoming  more  defined  paths.  The 
identification  of  the  location  and  use  of  the  flight  path  is  based  upon  radar  data  fi-om  the  ANOMS 
noise  monitoring  system  and  ASDI  data  that  identify  the  procedure  being  flown  by  each  aircraft.  A 
full  year  of  radar  data  fi-om  both  sources  for  2010  was  used  to  determine  the  baseline  arrival  and 
departure  flight  paths  and  flight  path  use. 

In  the  development  of  the  existing  noise  contours,  the  INM  noise  model  requires  aggregating  the 
flight  paths  into  a  set  of  generalized  flight  tracks  of  aircraft  operating  at  the  Airport.  In  the  INM 
noise  model,  a  flight  track  consists  of  a  backbone  or  center  flight  path,  and  the  dispersion,  or  spread, 
of  all  flights  that  use  the  backbone.  This  dispersion  includes  ancillary  flight  tracks  to  the  backbone; 
for  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport  ATCT  EA,  each  flight  track  has  one  backbone  and  four 
ancillary  flight  tracks,  two  on  either  side  of  the  backbone.  The  backbone  and  ancillary  tracks  were 
each  assigned  a  percentage  of  the  operations. 

Flight  tracks  for  different  operational  conditions  are  presented  in  the  following  exhibits.  INM  flight 
paths  are  show  in  Exhibits  Al  through  A4  for  arrivals  and  departures,  respectively.  Flight  tracks 
fi"om  actual  aircraft  operations  are  depicted  in  Exhibits  A5  through  A12.  The  exhibits  are  presented 
as  follows: 

INM  Flight  Tracks 

Figure  Al  -  Arrival  all  Runways 

Figure  A2  -  Departure  Runways  28  L/R 

Figure  A3  -  Departure  Runways  1 0  L/R 

Figure  A4  -  Departure  Runways  01  L/R  and  19  L/R 

Arrival  Radar  Flight  Tracks 

Figure  A5  -  Runways  28  L/R 
Figure  A6  -  Runways  1 0  L/R 
Figure  A7  -  Runways  01  L/R 
Figure  A8  -  Runways  1 9  L/R 

Departure  Radar  Flight  Tracks 

Figure  A9  -  Runways  28  L/R 
Figure  AlO  -  Runways  10  L/R 
Figure  All  -  Runways  01  L/R 
Figure  A12  -  Runways  19  L/R 


San  Francisco  International  Airport  B-10  April  12, 2011 

Appendix  B 


San  Francisco  International  Airport 


The  INM  modeling  analysis  for  existing  conditions  included  a  total  of  52  departure  flight  tracks  and 
28  arrival  flight  tracks.  For  the  INM  study,  the  flight  tracks  are  modeled  in  the  terminal  airspace,  or 
within  approximately  10  miles  of  the  airport,  well  beyond  the  area  of  the  noise  contour. 

B.2.7       Climb  Profile  Analysis 

Standard  INM  inputs  use  stage  length  to  determine  the  departure  profiles.  Changes  to  the  airline 
industry,  including  higher  aircraft  load  factors,  have  had  an  effect  on  how  aircraft  fly.  This  is 
illustrated  by  the  total  number  of  passenger  enplanements  and  operations.  At  San  Francisco 
International  Airport,  both  enplanements  and  operations  were  approximately  12%  lower  in  2007  than 
in  2000.  Since  the  events  of  Sept.  11,  2001,  passenger  enplanements  started  showing  a  steady 
increase  in  2003  to  present,  and  total  operations  did  not  show  an  increase  until  2006  (0.1%  growth, 
2005-2006). 

Higher  load  factors  result  in  heavier  aircraft  flying  on  shorter  haul  routes  that  were  traditionally 
operated  with  much  lower  load  factors.  For  example,  aircraft  flying  from  SFO  to  LAX  are  considered 
a  Stage  1  aircraft,  which  is  a  flight  between  0  -  499  nautical  miles  (NM).  Due  to  higher  load  factors, 
this  departure  profile  could  be  a  Stage  2  or  Stage  3,  which  represents  an  aircraft  stage  length  of  500  - 
999  and  1 ,000  -  1 ,499  NM,  respectively.  The  INM  determines  that  aircraft  with  longer  stage  lengths 
will  be  heavier.  Where  approved  by  the  FAA,  this  study  will  use  actual  radar  climb  profile  data  to 
assign  the  most  appropriate  standard  stage  length  to  each  flight.  The  flight  profiles  used  in  this  study 
are  not  custom,  rather  a  more  appropriate  use  of  the  standard  Stage  1-9  INM-defined  stages  based 
upon  the  actual  profile  flown.  This  was  approved  for  use  with  the  Boeing  737-3/4/5,  Boeing  777,  and 
MD80  aircraft. 

B.3        Existing  Baseline  Noise  Conditions 

Based  upon  the  operational  conditions  presented  above  and  the  INM  noise  model,  noise  contours 
were  developed.  As  required  by  the  FAA,  the  primary  noise  criterion  to  describe  the  existing  noise 
environment  is  CNEL. 

CNEL  Noise  Contours.  The  existing  (2010)  CNEL  noise  exposure  contours  for  San  Francisco 
International  Airport  are  presented  in  the  Environmental  Assessment  document.  This  figure  shows 
the  65  CNEL,  70  CNEL,  and  75  CNEL  noise  exposure  contours.  Table  B-7  presents  the  size  of  each 
of  the  CNEL  noise  contours  in  terms  of  acres.  These  were  obtained  from  the  output  of  the  INM 
noise  model. 

Table  B-7  

Size  of  Noise  Contour  -  Acres  (2010) 


DNL 


2010 


Acres 


65 


7,625.4 
3,027.7 
1,181.1 


70 


75 


Source:  San  Francisco  International  Airport,  February  20 11;  BridgeNet  International.  February  2011. 
Prepared  by:  BridgeNet  International,  February  20 1 1 . 


San  Francisco  International  Airport 
Appendix  B 


B-11 


April  12,  2011 


San  Francisco  International  Airport 

B.4        Future  Noise  Modeling  Inputs 

The  Environmental  Assessment  evaluated  the  potential  impacts  from  the  ATCT  relocation  project  for 
2018.  Aircraft  operations  are  the  same  for  the  No  Action  and  with  project  (Proposed  Action) 
scenarios. 

B.4.1       2018  Aircraft  Operations 

The  fiiture  noise  envirormient  for  San  Francisco  International  Airport  was  analyzed  based  upon 
operational  conditions  in  the  year  2018.  The  forecast  is  based  upon  the  approved  Aviation  Demand 
Forecast  (February  2010)  prepared  by  Jacobs  Consultancy.  The  forecast  data  shows  a  total  of 
424,640  annual  operations  are  anticipated  to  occur  at  the  Airport  in  2018.  This  equates  to  an  average 
of  1,163  operations  per  day  (an  operation  is  either  one  takeoff  or  one  landing)  in  2018. 

B.4.1 .1  Aircraft  Fleet  Mix  Categories 

Categories  of  aircraft  fleet  mix  were  defined  relative  to  the  type  of  aircraft  categories  that  were  used 
to  categorize  existing  operations.  The  breakdown  by  these  categories  was  determined  fi"om  the 
Jacobs  Consultancy  aviation  forecast.  Table  B-8  presents  operations  for  the  different  categories  of 
aircraft  for  the  2018  time  period. 

Table  B-8  

Operations  by  Aircraft  Category  for  Future  Conditions 


2018 


Aircraft  Category 

Daily 
Operations 

Annual 
Operations 

Wide  body  (Long-haul) 

132.2 

48,238 

Wide  body  (Medium-haul) 

57.1 

20,830 

Narrowbody  (Quieter) 

579.7 

211,589 

Narrowbody  (B757) 

60.1 

21,926 

Narrowbody  (Louder) 

25.0 

9,136 

Regional  Jet 

186.2 

67,972 

Commuter  Propeller 

47.1 

17,176 

Business  Jet  (Large) 

27.0 

9,867 

Business  Jet  (Med/Small) 

29.0 

10,598 

General  Aviation  (Propeller) 

10.0 

3,654 

Military  (Fixed  wing) 

6.0 

2,193 

Helicopters  (Civil/Military) 

4.0 

1,462 

Total 

1,163.4 

424,640 

Source:  BridgeNet  International,  February  201 1. 
Prepared  by:  BridgeNet  International,  February  20 1 1 . 

B.4.1 .2  Detailed  Aircraft  Fleet  iVIix 

The  mix  of  aircraft  that  operate  at  the  Airport  is  one  of  the  most  important  factors  in  terms  of  the 
noise  envirormierit.  Fleet  mix  data  were  determined  from  the  Jacobs  Consultancy  forecast  that 
identified  different  types  of  aircraft  for  the  future  years  2013,  2018,  and  2023.  This  study  used  the 
data  for  the  2018  forecast.  The  fleet  mix  assumptions  are  presented  in  Table  B-9.  This  table 
presents  the  average  daily  operations  for  each  type  of  aircraft  used  in  the  ESfM,  as  well  as  a 
description  of  these  aircraft  categories. 
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Table  B-9  

Detailed  Operations  by  Aircraft  Type  for  Future  Conditions 

Jacobs  Forecast  Operations 


INM  Type 

Category 

2010  Daily  Operations 

2013 

2018 

2023 

74720B 

Widebody 

0.16 

1.00 

1.00 

1,00 

747400 

Long-haul 

41.19 

45.97 

35.04 

30,04 

777200 

23.93 

31.98 

37.04 

59,08 

777300 

13.54 

6.99 

17.02 

25.03 

A330-301 

1.27 

4.00 

4.00 

4.01 

A340-211 

4.73 

4.00 

4.00 

4.01 

A380 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

747-8  (747400) 

2.00 

10.01 

17.02 

787-8  (A330-301) 

8.99 

23.03 

43.06 

767300 

Widebody 

32.06 

35.97 

40.05 

19.03 

767400 

Medium-haul 

0.08 

1.00 

2.00 

2.00 

767CF6 

11.55 

6.00 

4.00 

2.00 

A300-622R 

0.18 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

A31 0-304 

1.99 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

DC1030 

0.69 

2.00 

1.00 

1.00 

MD11PW 

0.78 

6.99 

8.01 

11.02 

7373B2 

Narrowbody 

21.10 

30.86 

15.46 

8.07 

737400 

(Quieter) 

6.62 

9.69 

4.86 

2.53 

737500 

3.70 

5.41 

2.71 

1.42 

737700 

72.09 

76.94 

94.11 

113.16 

737800 

41.20 

44.97 

60.07 

77.11 

737900 

16.00 

25.98 

43.05 

60.08 

MD9028 

1.31 

2.00 

2.00 

1,00 

A319-131 

97.65 

127.91 

158.19 

195.27 

A320-211 

150.77 

149.89 

185.22 

218,30 

A321-232 

10.46 

12.99 

14,02 

15.02 

757PW 

Narrowbody 

97.62 

70.93 

43.73 

3.64 

757RR 

(757) 

10.01 

7.01 

4.33 

0,36 

757300 

8.27 

10.99 

12.01 

12.02 

DC95HW 

Narrowbody 

0.05 

1.00 

2,00 

- 

MD83 

(Louder) 

21.47 

32.98 

23.03 

12,02 

CL601  (CRJ2) 

Regional  Jet 

75.39 

26.98 

12,01 

- 

CRJ9-ER 

81.09 

108.92 

132.16 

170.23 

EMB145 

1.02 

9.99 

8.01 

6.01 

EMB190  (EMB14L) 

13.93 

28.98 

34.04 

35.05 

HS748A 

Commuter 

0.74 

1900D 

1.68 

DHC8400 

1.50 

5.00 

12.01 

12.02 

EMB120 

117.01 

64.95 

35,04 
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Table  B-9  (continued)  

Detailed  Operations  by  Aircraft  Type  for  Future  Conditions 


Jacobs  Forecast  Operations 


INM  Tvnp 

VayciL^uui  y 

7(11  n  Dailv  Dnpratinn*; 

2013 

2018 

2023 

CL600 

Business  Jet 

8.42 

8.08 

9.11 

11.81 

CNA750 

(Larae) 

5.62 

5.39 

6.08 

7.88 

GIIB 

0.82 

0.78 

0.88 

1.14 

GIV 

10.14 

9.73 

10.97 

14.22 

CIT3 

Business  Jet 

2.34 

2.28 

2.55 

2.99 

CNA55B 

(Med/small) 

9.05 

8.81 

9.85 

11.55 

IA1125 

4.24 

4.13 

4.61 

5.41 

LEAR35 

6.80 

6.62 

7.40 

8.67 

SABR80 

4.25 

4.14 

4.63 

5.42 

BEC58P 

General  Aviation 

1.71 

4.00 

4.00 

2.00 

CNA441 

(Propeller) 

4.28 

4.00 

4.00 

2.00 

GASEPV 

7.51 

2.00 

2.00 

1.00 

C130 

Military 

1.04 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

C17 

1.06 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

F-18 

1.15 

4.00 

4.00 

4.01 

HELD  (mil/civil) 

Helocopter 

9.70 

4.00 

4.00 

4.01 

Total 

1060.95 

1,084.22 

1,163.40 

1,248.71 

Source:  BridgeNet  International,  February  201 1. 
Prepared  by:  BridgeNet  International,  February  201 1. 

The  FNM  aircraft  type  assigned  to  each  of  the  aircraft  operating  at  SFO  was  based  upon  aircraft  in  the 
INM  database  that  most  closely  matched  the  forecast.  Some  aircraft  with  smaller  numbers  of 
operations  were  grouped  into  the  aircraft  type  that  most  closely  represented  those  aircraft. 

B.4.2       Additional  Operational  Assumptions 

Assumptions  such  as  runway  use,  time  of  day,  flight  tracks  and  flight  track  usage,  and  departure 
procedures  remain  the  same  as  with  the  existing  conditions. 

B.5        Future  2018  Noise  Conditions 

Future  noise  contours  were  developed  using  cumulative  noise  levels  (i.e.,  averaged  over  a  period  of 
time).  As  required  by  the  FAA,  the  primary  noise  criterion  to  describe  the  ftature  noise  environment 
is  the  cumulative  measure  commonly  referred  to  as  CNEL. 

CNEL  Noise  Contours.  The  future  2018  baseline  CNEL  noise  exposure  contours  for  San  Francisco 
International  Airport  are  presented  in  the  main  body  of  the  environmental  document.  This  figure 
presents  the  65  CNEL,  70  CNEL,  and  75  CNEL  noise  contours.  Table  B-10  presents  the  size  of 
each  of  the  CNEL  noise  contours  in  terms  of  acres.  The  study  assumes  that  there  are  no  changes  to 
the  operational  assumptions  at  the  Airport.  All  assumptions  are  assumed  to  be  the  same  as  the  No 
Action  conditions. 
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Table  B-10  

Size  of  Noise  Contour  -  Acres  (2018  with  and  without  Project) 


Acres 


65  9,123.1 
70  3,725.1 
75  1,499.3 

Source:  San  Francisco  International  Airport,  February  20 1 1 ;  BridgeNet  International,  February  2011. 
Prepared  by:  BridgeNet  International,  February  201 1. 
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Figure  Al 

Arrival  Flight  Tracks  (INM) 


Land  Use  Legend 

Single-family  Residential 
H  Multiple-family  Residential 
■  Retail 
H  Industrial 
^1  Public 
}■  Agricultural 
^1  Open  Space 
^1  Water 
Vacant 
®  Landmarks 
<^  Noise  Monitoring  Sites 

m^m  Main  Track 
■BB  Sub  Track 


A 

N 


miles 


San  Francisco  International  Airport 


Figure  A2 

Departure  Flight  Tracks  (INM) 
Runway  28  L/R 
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Departure  Flight  Tracks  (INM) 
Runway  28  L/R 
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Figure  A3 

Departure  Flight  Tracks  (INM) 
Runway  10  L/R 
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Figure  A4 

Departure  Flight  Tracks  (INM) 
Runway  01  L/R  &  Runway  1 9  L/R 
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Figure  A4 

Departure  Flight  Tracks  (INM) 
Runway  01  L/R  &  Runway  1 9  L/R 
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Figure  A5 

Arrival  FlightTracks  (Radar) 
Runway  28  L/R 
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Figure  A5 

Arrival  Flight  Tracks  (Radar) 
Runway  28  L/R 
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Figure  A6 

Arrival  FlightTracks  (Radar) 
Runway  10  L/R 
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Figure  A7 

Arrival  FlightTracks  (Radar) 
Runway  01  L/R 
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Figure  A7 

Arrival  Flight  Tracks  (Radar) 
Runway  01  L/R 
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Figure  A8 

Arrival  Fligint Tracks  (Radar) 
Runway  19  L/R 
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Figure  A8 

Arrival  Flight  Tracks  (Radar) 
Runway  19  L/R 
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Figure  A9 

Departure  Flight  Tracks  (Radar) 
Runway  28  L/R 
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Figure  A9 

Departure  Flight  Tracks  (Radar) 
Runway  28  L/R 
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Figure  AlO 

Departure  Flight  Tracks  (Radar) 
Runway  10  L/R 
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Figure  A10 

Departure  Flight  Tracks  (Radar) 
Runway  10  L/R 
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Figure  Al  1 

Departure  Flight  Tracks  (Radar) 
Runway  01  L/R 
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Figure  A1 1 

Departure  Flight  Tracks  (Radar) 
Runway  01  L/R 
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Figure  A12 

Departure  Flight  Tracks  (Radar) 
Runway  19L/R 
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Figure  A12 

Departure  Flight  Tracks  (Radar) 
Runway  19  L/R 
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Land  Use  Assurance  Letter 


SFO 


San  Francisco  International  Airport 

March  1,  2011 
Mr.  John  Louie 

Environmental/NEPA  Specialist 
Federal  Aviation  Administration 
ATO  WSA  Engineering  Services 
Anchorage  Federal  Office  Building 
222  W.  7'^  Ave  #14 
Anchorage,  Alaska  99513 

Subject:         Proposed  Relocation  of  the  Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower,  San  Francisco 
International  Airport,  CA,  Land  Use  Assurance  Letter 

Dear  Mr.  Louie: 

The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  California  makes  the  following  statement  of  land  use 
assurance  as  required  by  Section  511  (a)(5)  of  the  Airport  and  Airway  Improvement  Act  of  1982, 
as  amended: 

The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  provides  assurance,  that  appropriate 
action,  within  the  authority  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  including 
encouragement  of  the  adoption  of  zoning  laws,  has  been  or  will  be  taken,  to  the 
extent  reasonable  to  restrict  the  use  of  land  adjacent  to  or  in  the  immediate 
vicinity  of  San  Francisco  International  Airport  to  activities  and  purposes 
compatible  with  normal  airport  operations  both  existing  and  in  the  future.  The 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  works  with  the  adjacent  municipalities  having 
land  use  jurisdiction  over  land  adjacent  to  or  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  San 
Francisco  International  Airport,  and  encourages  the  adoption  of  zoning  laws,  to 
the  extent  reasonable,  to  restrict  the  use  of  land  adjacent  to  or  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  Airport  to  activities  and  purposes  compatible  with  airport  operations. 

San  Francisco  International  Airport  (SFO  or  the  Airport)  is  physically  located  in  the  County  of 
San  Mateo,  California.  Directly  to  the  north,  west  and  south,  SFO  shares  jurisdictional 
boundaries  with  the  cities  of  South  San  Francisco,  San  Bruno,  and  Millbrae,  respectively. 
Although  SFO  is  located  in  unincorporated  County  of  San  Mateo,  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco  has  land  use  authority  over  the  Airport.  SFO  is  not  therefore,  subject  to  the  land  use 
regulations  of  the  County  of  San  Mateo.  SFO  takes  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  adjacent 
community  land  use  proposals  and  zoning  changes  that  may  affect  the  operations  of  the  airport. 
While  SFO  works  with  these  various  outside  agencies  and  municipalities,  it  does  not  have 
authority  to  impose  such  restrictions  on  the  use  of  land  adjacent  to  or  mi  the  vicinity  of  the 
Airport. 

AIRPORT  COMMISSION    CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

EDWIN  M.  LEE  LARRY  MAZZOLA  LINDA  S.  CRAYTON  ELEANOR  JOHNS         RICHARD  J.  CUGGENHIME       PETER  A.  STERN         JOHN  L.  MARTIN 

MAYOR  PRESIDENT  VICE  PRESIDENT  AI»K>»T  OIHICTOH 

Post  Office  Box  8097    San  Francisco,  California  941 28    Tel  650.821 .5000    Fax  650.821.5005  www.f1ysfo.com 


Mr.  John  Louie 
March  1.2011 
Page  2  of  2 


If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  this  matter,  please  contact  us  at  your  earliest  convenience. 


Very  truly  yours, 


John  Martin 
Airport  Director 
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Appendix  D 

Air  Quality 


San  Francisco  International  Airport 


I. 


Introduction 


This  appendix  summarizes  the  methods  used  to  calculate  emissions  of  carbon  monoxide  (CO), 
particulate  matter  less  than  ten  microns  in  diameter  (PMio),  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns 
in  diameter  (PM2.5),  volatile  organic  compounds  (VOCs),  oxides  of  nitrogen  (NOx),  and  oxides  of 
sulfur  (SOx)  in  support  of  the  Environmental  Assessment  for  relocation  of  the  Airport  Traffic  Control 
Tower  (ATCT)  at  San  Francisco  International  Airport  (Airport).  The  emissions  analysis  was 
conducted  to  determine  whether  emissions  associated  with  construction  and  operation  of  the 
proposed  ATCT  would  exceed  apphcable  de  minimis  thresholds  as  documented  in  the  U.S. 
Envirormiental  Protection  Agency's  (U.S.  EPA)  general  conformity  regulations. 

Construction  of  the  proposed  ATCT  and  base  building  is  expected  to  begin  in  April  2012  and 
conclude  in  May  2014.  Demolition  of  the  existing  ATCT  is  scheduled  to  begin  in  August  2015  and 
be  completed  by  November  2015.  Demolition  of  the  office  space  below  the  ATCT  is  expected  to  be 
completed  by  the  end  of  2016.  Therefore,  pollutant  emissions  were  estimated  for  the  following 
construction  years:  2012,  2013,  2014,  2015,  and  2016. 

II.  Methodology 

The  Urban  Emissions  (URBEMIS)  2007  model  (version  9.2.4)  was  used  to  estimate  the  construction 
emissions  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action.'  URBEMIS  was  originally  developed  by  the 
California  Air  Resources  Board  (CARB)  as  a  modeling  tool  to  assist  local  public  agencies  \\ith 
estimating  air  quality  impacts  from  land  use  projects.  The  model  estimates  construction,  area  source, 
and  operational  emissions  from  a  wide  variety  of  land  use  development  projects,  such  as  residential 
neighborhoods,  shopping  centers,  office  buildings,  etc.  The  model  also  identifies  mitigation 
measures  and  associated  emission  reductions. 

URBEMIS2007  calculates  emissions  for  PMio,  PM2.5,  CO,  reactive  organic  gases  (ROG)-,  SO^,  NO,, 
and  carbon  dioxide  (CO2)  for  both  on-road  and  off-road  construction  sources.  The  model  uses  the 
CARB's  EMFAC2007  model  for  on-road  vehicle  emissions  and  the  C ARB's  OFFROAD2007  model 
for  off-road  vehicle  emissions. 

The  EMFAC2007  model  calculates  emission  rates  from  all  motor  vehicles,  ranging  from  passenger 
cars  to  heavy-duty  trucks,  operating  on  highways,  freeways,  and  local  roads  in  California,  hi  the 
URBEMIS2007  model,  default  or  user-defined  vehicle  activity  data  is  used  to  derive  total  \  chiclc 
miles  traveled,  which  is  multiplied  by  appropriate  EMFAC2007  emission  factors  to  calculate  on-road 
emissions.  EMFAC2007  emission  factors  are  region/county  specific.  For  purposes  of  this  analysis, 
emission  factors  specific  to  San  Mateo  County  (the  location  of  the  Proposed  Action)  were  loaded  into 
the  URBEMIS2007  model.  All  emission  factors  account  for  emissions  from  start,  ainning,  and 
idling  exhaust.  In  addition,  ROG  (VOC)  emission  factors  include  diurnal,  hot  soak,  ainning.  aiul 
resting  emissions,  and  the  PMio  and  PM2.5  emission  factors  include  tire  and  brake  wear. 

To  estimate  off-road  construction  equipment-related  exhaust  emissions,  L'RB1-M1S2007  uses  the 
OFFROAD2007  model  to  generate  emission  factors  for  constniction  equipment,  which  arc  based  on 
an  average  fleet  mix  that  accounts  for  the  turnover  rate  and  average  emissions  for  specific  typos  of 
construction  equipment.   Depending  on  the  construction  phase,  URBEM1S2007  generates  default 


The  Proposed  Aetion  includes  construction  of  a  new  ATCT  facility  and  associated  base  building,  as  well  as 
demolition  of  the  existing  ATCT,  including  associated  office  and  mechanical  space. 

For  puqjoses  of  this  analysis,  it  was  assumed  that  estimates  of  VOC  emissions  are  equal  to  calculated  emissions 


of  ROG. 
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values  for  number  and  types  of  construction  equipment,  horsepower,  load  factor,  and  daily  operating 
hours.  The  model  allows  the  user  to  override  these  values  as  appropriate.  For  each  piece  of 
equipment  selected,  URBEMIS2007  generates  an  emissions  estimate  using  the  following  equation: 

Equipment  Emissions  (pounds/day)  =  #of pieces  of  equipment  *  grams  per 
brake  horsepower-hour  *  equipment  horsepower  *  hours/day  *  load  factor 

Information  used  in  developing  URBEMIS2007  inputs  was  obtained  from  various  sources,  including: 

San  Francisco  International  Airport,  Bureau  of  Design  and  Construction,  SFIA  ATCT 
Preliminary  Floor  Plans  and  Sections,  March  2010. 

•  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Air  Traffic  Organization  Terminal  Services  (ATO-T),  SFO 
Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower  (ATCT)  Requirements  Document,  February  3,  2010. 

.    Draft  SFO  A TCT Schedule,  July  2,  201 0. 

•  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Los  Angeles  Terminal  Engineering  Center,  San  Francisco 
International  Airport  Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower  Site  Survey  Final  Report,  October  2008. 

•  SAGE  Environmental,  L.L.C.,  Final  Environmental  Assessment  -  Airport  Traffic  Control 
Tower  (ATCT)  and  Base  Building  Construction  and  Operation,  McCarran  International 
Airport,  June  30,  2009. 

•  Conversations  with  and  information  received  from  San  Francisco  International  Airport  staff. 

III.         Construction  Activity 

URBEMIS2007  is  capable  of  estimating  emissions  for  several  types  of  construction  activities 
(phases)  including  demolition,  grading,  trenching,  building  construction,  architectural  coating,  and 
paving.  Each  phase  has  one  or  more  unique  components,  such  as  off-road  fiigitive  dust,  off-road 
construction  exhaust,  on-road  vehicle  exhaust,  worker  trips,  vendor  trips,  and  off-gassing.  Emissions 
are  estimated  separately  by  phase  and  by  phase  component.  Each  component  is  assumed  to  generate 
emissions  throughout  the  entire  phase  length.  Assumptions  concerning  lengths  of  each  applicable 
construction  phase  for  purposes  of  this  air  quality  analysis  are  shown  in  Table  1 . 

Table  1  

Construction  Phase  Schedule 


Duration 


Construction  Phase 

Start 

End 

Calendar  Days 

Work  Days 

Grading 

4/14/2012 

4/21/2012 

7 

5 

Trenching 

4/22/2012 

5/6/2012 

14 

10 

Building  construction 

5/7/2012 

5/7/2014 

730 

523 

Architectural  coating 

4/7/2014 

5/7/2014 

30 

23 

Demolition 

8/1/2015 

10/28/2016 

454 

325 

Note: 

1/         Assumes  5  work  days  per  week. 

Sources:    Draft  SFO  ATCT  Schedule,  July  2,  2010  and  Ricondo  &  Associates,  Inc.,  January  2011. 
Prepared  by:      Ricondo  &  Associates,  Inc.,  January  201 1 . 

The  following  sections  identify  and  describe  the  assumptions  used  for  estimating  emissions 
associated  with  each  type  of  construction  phase/activity  assumed  for  this  analysis. 
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3.1  Grading 

The  proposed  ATCT  and  base  building  would  be  constructed  at  a  site  in  Courtyard  2,  an  area 
between  Terminals  1  and  2.  Courtyard  2  is  paved  and  currently  serves  as  a  parking  area  for  San 
Francisco  Police  Department  and  other  vehicles.  According  to  floor  plans  developed  for  the 
proposed  ATCT,  the  first  level  of  the  facility  covers  an  area  of  approximately  6,900  square  feet. 
Most  of  the  first  floor  office  area  and  the  entire  ATCT  would  be  situated  on  approximately  5.000 
square  feet  (0.11  acres)  of  Courtyard  2.  For  purposes  of  this  analysis,  it  was  assumed  that  the 
existing  pavement  in  this  area  (0.11  acres)  would  be  demolished  and  graded  to  support  construction 
of  the  ATCT  and  base  building  foundations.  It  was  assumed  that  the  remainder  of  the  proposed  base 
building  area  would  be  integrated  into  the  existing  Terminal  2  structure,  requiring  no  foundation 
work  or  associated  grading  activity. 

In  estimating  grading  emissions,  URBEMIS2007  calculates  emissions  separately  for  each  of  the 
following  components:  fiigitive  dust,  off-road  construction  equipment,  on-road  construction 
equipment,  and  construction  worker  commute  trips. 

•  Fugitive  dust  emissions  -  For  estimating  fugitive  dust  (PMio)  emissions  associated  with 
grading  activity,  URBEMIS2007  uses  a  methodology  developed  for  the  South  Coast  Air 
Quality  Management  District  (SCAQMD)  by  the  Midwest  Research  Institute.  The  four- 
tiered  methodology  allows  for  more  refined  PMio  estimates  based  on  the  level  of  detail 
known  for  the  construction  project.  For  purposes  of  this  analysis,  the  default  (lowest)  level 
of  detail  was  used,  which  requires  inputs  of  area  to  be  graded  and  activity  duration.  Default 
emission  factors  are  then  applied:  20  pounds/acre-day  under  average  conditions  and  0.42 
tons/acre-month  under  worst-case  conditions. 

Off-road  construction  equipment  emissions  -  On-site  grading  exhaust  emissions  are 
generated  by  the  operation  of  off-road  construction  equipment,  such  as  scrapers,  bulldozers, 
and  loaders.  For  this  construction  phase,  default  numbers,  types,  and  operating  specifications 
(load  factor,  horsepower,  and  daily  operating  hours)  of  construction  equipment  as  suggested 
in  URBEMIS2007  were  assumed. 

•  On-road  construction  equipment  emissions  -  For  grading  activity,  on-road  construction 
equipment  emissions  consist  of  truck  trips  to  haul  soil  to  or  from  the  site  for  cut'fill 
operations.  No  importing  or  exporting  of  soil  was  assumed  for  this  analysis.  Therefore,  no 
on-road  grading-related  construction  equipment  emissions  were  estimated. 

•  Construction  worker  commute  trips  -  For  grading,  URBEMIS2007  estimates  the  number 
of  workers  as  125  percent  of  the  total  number  of  construction  equipment  (vehicles  and 
machines)  selected.  The  emissions  estimates  assume  a  construction  worker  commute  t1cct 
mix  of  50  percent  light  duty  autos  and  50  percent  light  duty  trucks.  Default  \  alucs  for  w  orkcr 
commute  travel  distance  and  speed  were  assumed. 

3.2  Trenching 

The  proposed  site  for  the  new  ATCT  is  approximately  430  feet  south-soutlnvest  of  the  cxistini: 
ATCT.  It  is  anticipated  that  underground  electrical  service  lines  would  be  installed  from  the  new 
ATCT  and  base  building  to  existing  lines  located  in  Terminal  2.  It  is  estimated  that  approximately 
360  feet  of  trenching  would  be  required  to  facilitate  the  electrical  connections.  Additional  utilities, 
such  as  water  and  sewer  services,  were  assumed  to  tie  in  with  existing  Terminal  1  and  or  l  ermmal  2 
services  located  adjacent  to  the  proposed  site.  No  significant  trenching  activity  is  assumed  to  be 
required  for  these  connections. 
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In  estimating  trenching  emissions,  URBEMIS2007  calculates  emissions  separately  for  each  of  the 
following  components:  off-road  construction  equipment  and  construction  worker  commute  trips. 

•  Off-road  construction  equipment  emissions  -  On-site  trenching  exhaust  emissions  are 
generated  by  the  operation  of  off-road  construction  equipment,  such  as  excavators,  and 
loaders.  For  this  construction  phase,  default  numbers,  types,  and  operating  specifications  of 
construction  equipment  as  suggested  in  URBEMIS2007  were  assumed. 

•  Construction  worker  commute  trips  -  For  trenching,  URBEMIS2007  estimates  the  number 
of  workers  as  125  percent  of  the  total  number  of  construction  equipment  (vehicles  and 
machines)  selected.  The  emissions  estimates  assume  a  construction  worker  commute  fleet 
mix  of  50  percent  light  duty  autos  and  50  percent  light  duty  trucks.  Default  values  for  worker 
commute  travel  distance  and  speed  were  assumed. 

3.3         Building  Construction 

The  total  area  of  the  proposed  ATCT  and  base  building  is  estimated  to  be  approximately  39,600 
square  feet.  In  estimating  building  construction  emissions,  URBEMIS2007  calculates  emissions 
separately  for  each  of  the  following  components:  off-road  construction  equipment,  construction 
worker  commute  trips,  and  construction  vendor  trips. 

•  Off-road  construction  equipment  emissions  -  Building  construction  emissions  consist  of 
emissions  from  construction  equipment.  The  number  and  type  of  equipment  can  vary 
substantially,  depending  on  the  type  of  building  and  its  location.  URBEMIS2007  assigns 
default  equipment  numbers,  types,  and  specifications  depending  on  the  size  of  the  area  upon 
which  the  building  will  be  constructed.  For  this  construction  phase,  default  URBEMIS2007 
equipment  types  and  specifications  were  supplemented  with  additional  equipment  types  and 
specifications  assumed  in  the  Final  Environmental  Assessment  -  Airport  Traffic  Control 
Tower  (ATCT)  and  Base  Building  Construction  and  Operation,  McCarran  International 
Airport,  completed  by  SAGE  Environmental  L.L.C.  in  June  30,  2009. 

Construction  worker  commute  trips  -  URBEMIS2007  estimates  construction-related 
employee  trips  based  on  the  land  use  type  selected  for  the  project.^  For  purposes  of  this 
analysis,  the  "commercial"  land  use  type  was  selected.  For  commercial  land  use  projects, 
URBEMIS2007  assumes  0.32  vehicle  trips  per  1,000  square  feet  of  building  construction. 
This  value  is  multiplied  by  the  trip  length  to  calculate  daily  VMT.  URBEMIS2007  then  uses 
the  appropriate  construction  year  and  vehicle  speed  to  select  EMFAC2007  emission  rates  that 
will  be  multiplied  by  VMT/day.  Default  values  for  worker  commute  travel  distance  and 
speed  were  assumed. 

•  Construction  vendor  trips  -  Vendor  trips  represent  the  on-road  trips  needed  to  bring 
building  supplies  to  the  worksite.  For  commercial  construction,  URBEMIS2007  assumes 
construction-related  vendor  trips  of  0.05  trips  per  1,000  square  feet  of  building  construction. 
The  model  then  multiplies  this  value  by  trip  length  to  obtain  daily  VMT.  The  construction 
year  in  which  the  trips  would  occur  and  vehicle  speed  are  used  to  select  EMFAC2007 
emission  rates  to  be  multiplied  by  VMT/day.  Default  values  for  worker  commute  travel 
distance  and  speed  were  assumed.  Vendor  trips  are  assumed  to  consist  of  100  percent  heavy- 
heavy-duty  trucks. 


URBEMIS2007  land  use  categories  include  Residential,  Educational,  Recreational,  Large  Retail,  Retail, 
Commercial,  and  Industrial. 
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3.4  Architectural  Coating 

URBEMIS2007  estimates  ROG/VOC  emissions  resulting  from  the  evaporation  of  solvents  contained 
in  paints,  varnishes,  primers,  and  other  surface  coatings.  In  estimating  emissions  from  the 
application  of  architectural  coatings,  URBEMIS2007  calculates  emissions  separately  for  each  of  the 
following  components:  off-gas/evaporative  emissions  and  construction  worker  commute  trips. 

•  Off-gas/evaporative  emissions  -  URBEMIS2007  uses  separate  procedures  to  estimate 
evaporative  emissions  from  the  application  of  residential  and  nonresidential  architectural 
coatings.  For  each  type  of  paint/coating,  the  appropriate  air  district-specific  VOC  content  of 
the  coating  is  converted  to  an  emission  factor  in  pounds  of  VOC  per  square  feet  of  paint 
applied  by  assuming  a  coating  average  of  180  square  feet  per  gallon.  For  nonresidential 
applications,  the  square  feet  to  be  painted  is  derived  by  multiplying  the  total  building  square 
footage  by  2.0  to  convert  nonresidential  building  square  footage  to  surface  area  to  be  coated. 
URBEMIS2007  assumes  that  75  percent  of  total  nonresidential  coatings  is  interior  and  25 
percent  is  exterior. 

•  Construction  worker  commute  trips  -  URBEMIS2007  assumes  that  worker  commute  trips 
associated  with  architectural  coating  are  equal  to  20  percent  of  worker  commute  trips  for 
building  construction.  Therefore,  architectural  coating  emissions  from  worker  commute  trips 
will  equal  approximately  20  percent  of  building  construction  worker  commute  trip  emissions. 

3.5  Demolition 

The  Proposed  Action  includes  demolition  of  the  existing  ATCT  and  associated  office/administrative 
areas.  URBEMIS  calculates  emissions  resulting  from  building  demolition  based  on  the  volume  of  all 
buildings  to  be  demohshed.  Based  on  area  estimates  and  assuming  16  feet  per  floor  level,  the  total 
volume  of  structures  to  be  demolished  is  assumed  to  be  approximately  590,400  cubic  feet. 

In  estimating  demolition  emissions,  URBEMIS2007  calculates  emissions  separately  for  each  of  the 
following  components:  fiigitive  dust,  on-road  construction  equipment,  off-road  construction 
equipment,  and  construction  worker  commute  trips. 

•  Fugitive  dust  emissions  -  Fugitive  dust  (PMio)  emissions  are  assumed  to  be  generated  as  a 
result  of  demolition  activities.  URBEMIS2007  estimates  PMio  generated  by  demolition  by 
multiplying  the  volume  of  structures  to  be  demolished  (in  cubic  feet)  by  an  emission  factor  of 
0.00042  pounds  of  PMio  per  cubic-foot. 

•  On-road  construction  equipment  emissions  -  URBEMIS2007  estimates  exhaust  emissions 
from  on-road  vehicles  used  to  haul  demolished  materials  away  from  the  job  site.  Based  on 
the  building  volume  to  be  demolished,  the  model  generates  default  information  regarding 
demolition  hauling.  All  model  defaults  were  used  for  purposes  of  this  analysis. 
URBEMIS2007  assumes  a  hauling  round  trip  of  20  miles  and  a  truck  capacity  of  20  cubic 
yards.  The  number  of  round  trips  and  the  VMT  traveled  are  based  on  the  volume  of  material 
to  be  demolished  (reduced  by  75  percent  to  account  for  air  space),  the  truck  capacity,  and 
miles  per  round  trip.  Emissions  estimated  by  multiplying  VMT  by  an  appropriate 
EMFAC2007  emission  factor  for  heavy-heavy-duty  trucks  traveling  at  a  default  average 
speed. 

•  Off-road  construction  equipment  emissions  -  Exhaust  emissions  from  demolition  activities 
are  generated  by  the  operation  of  off-road  construction  equipment,  such  as  cranes,  bulldo/crs. 
and  loaders.  For  this  construction  phase,  default  numbers,  types,  and  operating  specifications 
of  construction  equipment  as  suggested  in  URBEM1S2007  were  assumed. 
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•  Construction  worker  commute  trips  -  For  demolition,  URBEMIS2007  estimates  the 
number  of  workers  as  125  percent  of  the  total  number  of  construction  equipment  (vehicles 
and  machines)  selected.  The  emissions  estimates  assume  a  construction  worker  commute 
fleet  mix  of  50  percent  light  duty  autos  and  50  percent  light  duty  trucks.  Default  values  for 
worker  commute  travel  distance  and  speed  were  assumed. 


URBEMIS2007  allows  for  the  application  of  several  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  emissions 
associated  with  fugitive  dust,  construction  equipment  exhaust  emissions,  and  emissions  associated 
with  architectural  coating.  The  following  bullet  points  describe  the  mitigation  measures  that  were 
assumed  by  construction  phase  for  purposes  of  this  air  quality  analysis.  URBEMIS2007  default 
values  were  assumed  for  the  specific  emissions  reductions  of  various  pollutants  correlating  with  the 
mitigation  measures. 

•  Grading  -  To  mitigate  fugitive  dust  emissions  related  to  soil  disturbance,  it  was  assumed 
that  any  exposed  surfaces  would  be  watered  two  times  per  day  (reduces  PMio  and  PM2.5 
emissions  by  55  percent).  To  mitigate  exhaust  emissions,  the  use  of  diesel  particulate  filters 
was  assumed  for  all  off-road  construction  equipment  (reduces  PMio  and  PM2.5  emissions  by 
85  percent). 

•  Trenching  -  To  mitigate  exhaust  emissions,  the  use  of  diesel  particulate  filters  was  assumed 
for  all  off-road  construction  equipment  (reduces  PMio  and  PM2.5  emissions  by  85  percent). 

•  Building  construction  -  To  mitigate  exhaust  emissions,  the  use  of  diesel  particulate  filters 
was  assumed  for  all  off-road  construction  equipment  (reduces  PMio  and  PM2.5  emissions  by 
85  percent). 

•  Arcliitectural  coating  -  To  reduce  off-gas/evaporative  emissions  related  to  coating/painting, 
the  use  of  low-VOC  coatings  was  assumed  (reduces  ROG/VOC  emissions  by  10  percent). 

•  Demolition  -  To  mitigate  exhaust  emissions,  the  use  of  diesel  particulate  filters  was  assumed 
for  all  off-road  construction  equipment  (reduces  PMio  and  PM2  5  emissions  by  85  percent). 

V.         Summary  of  Construction  Emissions 

A  summary  of  total  unmitigated  and  mitigated  construction-related  emissions  by  construction  year 
and  phase  for  the  Proposed  Action  is  presented  in  Table  2  and  Table  3,  respectively. 


IV. 


Mitigation 
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Table  2  

Unmitigated  Construction  Emissions  Summary  -  Proposed  Action 


Pollutant  Emissions  (tons/year) 


Year/Construction 
Phase  ^' 

Carbon 
Monoxide 
(CO) 

Volatile 
Organic 
Compound 
(VOC)  ^ 

Oxides  of 
Nitrogen 
(NOx) 

Oxides  of 
Sulfur  (SOx) 

Particulate 
matter 
(PMio) 

Fine 
particulate 
matter 
(PM25) 

2012 

Grading 

0.031 

0.007 

0.055 

0.000 

0.004 

0.003 

Trenching 

0.045 

0.009 

0.076 

0.000 

0.004 

0.003 

Building  construction 

1.407 

0.319 

2.393 

0.000 

0.142 

0.130 

Total  ^' 

1.483 

0.335 

2.524 

0.000 

0.150 

0.136 

2013 

Building  construction 

2.102 

0.453 

3.357 

0.000 

0.194 

0.178 

Total  ^' 

2.102 

0.453 

3.357 

0.000 

0.194 

0.178 

2014 

Building  construction 

0.717 

0.147 

0.146 

0.000 

0.060 

0.055 

Architectural  coating 

0.004 

0.424 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Total  ^' 

0.721 

0.571 

1.046 

0.000 

0.060 

0.055 

2015 

Demolition 

0.406 

0.079 

0.596 

0.000 

0.072 

0.037 

Total  ^' 

0.406 

0.079 

0.596 

0.000 

0.072 

0.037 

2016 

Demolition 

0.780 

0.146 

1.086 

0.000 

0.135 

0.065 

Total  ^' 

0.780 

0.146 

1.086 

0.000 

0.135 

0.065 

Notes: 

1/         Grading  emissions  include  fugitive  dust  emissions,  off-road  construction  equipment  emissions,  on-road 
construction  equipment  emissions,  and  emissions  from  construction  worl^er  commute  trips. 
Trenching  emissions  include  off-road  construction  equipment  emissions  and  emissions  from  construction 
worker  commute  trips. 

Building  construction  emissions  include  off-road  constnjction  equipment  emissions,  emissions  from 
construction  worker  commute  trips,  and  emissions  from  construction  vendor  trips. 
Architectural  coating  emissions  include  off-gas/evaporative  emissions  and  emissions  from  construction 
worker  commute  trips. 

Demolition  emissions  include  fugitive  dust  emissions,  on-road  construction  equipment  emissions,  off-road 
construction  equipment  emissions,  and  emissions  from  construction  worker  commute  trips. 

21  The  URBEMIS2007  model  estimates  reactive  organic  gases  (ROG).  For  purposes  of  this  analysis,  it  was 
assumed  that  estimates  of  VOC  emissions  are  equal  to  calculated  emissions  of  ROG. 

3/         Columns  may  not  add  to  totals  shown  because  of  rounding. 

Sources:    Ricondo  &  Associates,  Inc.,  January  201 1,  based  on  the  URBIiMISZOO?  emissions  model  (version  ^.lA)  and  mtoniiation  ohlaincd 

from  San  Francisco  International  Airport. 

Prepared  by:      Ricondo  &  Associates,  Inc.,  January  201 1 . 
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Table  3  

Mitigated  Construction  Emissions  Summary  -  Proposed  Action 


Pollutant  Emissions  (tons/year) 


Year/Construction 
Phase  ^' 

Carbon 
Monoxide 
(CO) 

Volatile 
Organic 
Compound 
(VOC)  ^ 

Oxides  of 
Nitrogen 
(NOx) 

Oxides  of 
Sulfur  (SOx) 

Particulate 

mnttpr 

(PMio) 

Fine 
particulate 
matter 

1  1  ICI  LlWl 
(PM25) 

"into 

Grading 

0.031 

0.007 

0.055 

0.000 

0.001 

0.001 

Trenching 

0.045 

0.009 

0.076 

0.000 

0.001 

0.001 

Building  construction 

1.407 

0.319 

2.393 

0.000 

0.023 

0.021 

T—l.  — 1  3/ 

1  otai 

U.ooo 

u.uuu 

U.U20 

2013 

Building  construction 

2.102 

0.453 

3.357 

0.000 

0.032 

0.029 

Total  ^' 

2.102 

0.453 

3.357 

0.000 

0.032 

0.029 

2014 

Building  construction 

0.717 

0.147 

0.146 

0.000 

0.010 

0.009 

Architectural  coating 

0.004 

0.382 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

1  otai 

u.  /  Zl 

U.UUU 

U.U1U 

u.uuy 

2015 

Demolition 

0.406 

0.079 

0.596 

0.000 

0.047 

0.014 

Total  ^' 

0.406 

0.079 

0.596 

0.000 

0.047 

0.014 

2016 

Demolition 

0.780 

0.146 

1.086 

0.000 

0.092 

0.026 

Total  ^' 

0.780 

0.146 

1.086 

0.000 

0.092 

0.026 

Notes: 

1/         Grading  emissions  include  fugitive  dust  emissions,  off-road  construction  equipment  emissions,  on-road 
construction  equipment  emissions,  and  emissions  from  construction  worker  commute  trips. 
Trenching  emissions  include  off-road  construction  equipment  emissions  and  emissions  from  construction 
worker  commute  trips. 

Building  construction  emissions  include  off-road  construction  equipment  emissions,  emissions  from 
construction  worker  commute  trips,  and  emissions  from  construction  vendor  trips. 
Architectural  coating  emissions  include  off-gas/evaporative  emissions  and  emissions  from  construction 
worker  commute  trips. 

Demolition  emissions  include  fugitive  dust  emissions,  on-road  construction  equipment  emissions,  off-road 
construction  equipment  emissions,  and  emissions  from  construction  worker  commute  trips. 

21  The  URBEMIS2007  model  estimates  reactive  organic  gases  (ROG).  For  purposes  of  this  analysis,  it  was 
assumed  that  estimates  of  VOC  emissions  are  equal  to  calculated  emissions  of  ROG. 

3/         Columns  may  not  add  to  totals  shown  because  of  rounding. 

Sources:    Ricondo  &  Associates,  Inc.,  January  201 1 ,  based  on  the  URBEMIS2007  emissions  model  (version  9.2.4)  and  information  obtained 

from  San  Francisco  International  Airport. 

Prepared  by:      Ricondo  &  Associates,  Inc.,  January  201 1 . 
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Vi.         URBEMIS2007  Data 

URBEMIS2007  creates  a  report  presenting  summary  and  detail  emissions  tables,  as  well  as  various 
model  inputs/assumptions.  This  report  is  provided  in  the  following  pages. 
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San  Francisco  International  Airport 


Phase  Assumptions 


Phase:  Dennlition  8/1/2015  -  10/28/2016  -  Demolition  of  existing  ATCTand  associated  office  space 
Building  Volume  Total  (cubic  feet):  590400 
Building  Volume  Daily  (cubic  feet):  1808 
On  Road  Truck  Travel  (VIvrT):  25.1 1 
Off-Road  Equipment: 

1  Concrete/Industrial  Saw  s  (10  hp)  operating  at  a  0.73  load  factor  for  8  hours  per  day 

1  Cranes  (399  hp)  operating  at  a  0.43  load  factor  for  8  hours  per  day 

1  Qjmpers/Tenders  (16  hp)  operating  at  a  0.38  load  factor  for  8  hours  per  day 

1  Rubber  Tired  Dozers  (357  hp)  operating  at  a  0.59  load  factor  for  1  hours  per  day 

2  Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes  (108  hp)  operating  at  a  0.55  load  factor  for  6  hours  per  day 

Phase:  Fine  Grading  4/14/2012  -  4/21/2012  -  Grading  5,000  s.f.  of  Courtyard  2  for  building  foundation 

Total  Acres  Disturtjed:  0.11 

Maximjm  Daily  Acreage  Disturbed:  0.03 

Fugitive  CXist  Level  of  Detail:  Default 

20  lbs  per  acre-day 
On  Road  Truck  Travel  (VIVTT):  0 
Off-Road  Equipment: 

1  Graders  (174  hp)  operating  at  a  0.61  load  factor  for  6  hours  per  day 

1  Rubber  Tired  Dozers  (357  hp)  operating  at  a  0.59  load  factor  for  6  hours  per  day 

1  Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes  (108  hp)  operating  at  a  0.55  load  factor  for  7  hours  per  day 

1  Water  Trucks  (189  hp)  operating  at  a  0.5  load  factor  for  8  hours  per  day 

Phase:  Trenching  4/22/2012  -  5/6/2012  -  Trenching  360  ft.  for  electrical  tie-in  to  Terminal  2 
Off-Road  Equipment: 

2  Excavators  (168  hp)  operating  at  a  0.57  fc>ad  factor  for  8  hours  per  day 

1  Other  General  Industrial  Equipment  (238  hp)  operating  at  a  0.51  load  factor  for  8  hours  per  day 
1  Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes  (108  hp)  operating  at  a  0.55  load  factor  for  0  hours  per  day 

Riase:  BuikJing  Construction  5/7/2012  -  5/7/2014  -  Construction  of  ATCT  and  associated  office  space 
Off-Road  Bquipnrent: 

3  Air  Compressors  (106  hp)  operating  at  a  0.48  load  factor  for  8  hours  per  day 
1  Bore/Drin  Rgs  (291  hp)  operating  at  a  0.75  load  factor  for  8  hours  per  day 

1  Cranes  (399  hp)  operating  at  a  0.43  load  factor  for  4  hours  per  day 

1  Dumpers/Tenders  (16  hp)  operating  at  a  0.38  load  factor  for  8  hours  per  day 

2  ForWifts  (145  hp)  operating  at  a  0.3  load  factor  for  6  hours  per  day 

1  Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes  (108  hp)  operating  at  a  0.55  load  factor  for  8  hours  per  day 
1  Water  Trucks  (189  hp)  operating  at  a  0.5  load  factor  for  8  hours  per  day 

Phase:  Architectural  Coating  4/7/2014  -  5/7/2014  -  Fainting/coating  of  ATCT  and  associated  off  ice  space 
Rule:  Residential  Interior  Coatings  begins  1/1/2005  ends  12/31/2040  specifies  a  VOC  of  250 
Rule:  Residential  Exterior  Coatings  begins  1/1/2005  ends  12/31/2040  specifies  a  VOC  of  250 
Rule:  Nonresidential  Interior  Coatings  begins  1/1/2005  ends  12/31/2040  specifies  a  VOC  of  250 
Rule:  Nonresidential  Exterior  Coatings  begins  1/1/2005  ends  12/31/2040  specifies  a  VOC  of  250 
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San  Francisco  International  Airport 


Construction  Related  Mitigation  Measures 
The  following  rritigation  measures  apply  to  Phase:  Demolition  8/1/2015  -  10/28/2016  -  Demolition  of  existing  ATCTand  associated  office  space 
For  Concrete/Industrial  Saws,  the  Diesel  Particulate  Filter  (DPF)  1st  Tier  rritigation  reduces  emissions  by: 
PMIO:  85%  PM25:  85% 

For  Rubber  Tired  Dozers,  the  Diesel  Particulate  Filter  (DPF)  1st  Tier  mitigation  reduces  errissions  by: 
PMIO:  85%  PM25:  85% 

For  Tractors /Loaders/Backhoes,  the  Diesel  Particulate  Filter  (DPF)  1st  Tier  mitigation  reduces  emissions  by: 

PMIO:  85%  PM25:  85% 
For  Cranes,  the  Diesel  Particulate  RIter  (DFF)  1st  Tier  mitigation  reduces  errissions  by: 

PMIO:  85%  PM25:  85% 

For  Dumpers/Tenders,  the  Diesel  Particulate  Filter  (DPF)  1st  Tier  mitigation  reduces  emissions  by: 
PMIO:  85%  PM25:  85% 

The  follow  ing  mitigation  measures  apply  to  Phase:  Rne  Grading  4/14/2012  -  4/21/2012  -  Grading  5,000  s.f.  of  Courtyard  2  for  building  foundation 
For  Soil  Stablizing  IVIeasures,  the  Water  exposed  surfaces  2x  daily  watering  mitigation  reduces  emissions  by: 

PMIO:  55%  PM25:  55% 
For  Graders,  the  Diesel  Particulate  Filter  (DPF)  1st  Tier  mitigation  reduces  emissions  by: 

PM10:  85%  PM25:  85% 

For  Rubber  Tired  Dozers,  the  Diesel  Particulate  Rter  (DPF)  1st  Tier  mitigation  reduces  errissions  by: 
PMIO:  85%  PM25:  85% 

For  Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes,  the  Desel  Particulate  Filter  (DPF)  1st  Tier  mitigation  reduces  emissions  by: 
PMIO:  85%  PM25:  85% 

For  Water  Trucks,  the  Diesel  Particulate  RIter  (DPF)  1st  Tier  mitigation  reduces  errissions  by: 
PMIO:  85%  PM25:  85% 

The  follow  ing  mitigation  measures  apply  to  Phase:  Trenching  4/22/2012  -  5/6/2012  -  Trenching  360  ft.  for  electrical  tie-in  to  Terminal  2 
For  Excavators,  the  Diesel  Particulate  Filter  (DPF)  1st  Tier  nitigatbn  reduces  emissions  by: 
PMIO:  85%  PM25:  85% 

For  Other  General  Industrial  Equipment,  the  Desel  (Articulate  Filter  (DPF)  1st  Tier  mitigation  reduces  emissions  by: 
PMIO:  85%  PM25:  85% 

For  Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes,  the  Desel  Particulate  Filter  (DPF)  1st  Tier  mitigation  reduces  emissions  by: 
PMIO:  85%  PM25:  85% 

The  follow  ing  rritigation  measures  apply  to  Phase:  Building  Construction  5/7/2012  -  5/7/2014  -  Construction  of  ATCT  and  associated  office  space 
For  Cranes,  the  Diesel  Particulate  RIter  (DPF)  1st  Tier  mitigation  reduces  emissions  by: 

PMIO:  85%  PM25:  85% 
For  ForWifts,  the  Diesel  Particulate  RIter  (DPF)  1st  Tier  mitigation  reduces  emissions  by: 

PMIO:  85%  PM25:  85% 

For  Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes,  the  Desel  Particulate  Filter  (DPF)  1st  Tier  rritigation  reduces  emissions  by: 
PMIO:  85%  PM25:  85% 

For  Air  Compressors,  the  Diesel  Particulate  Filter  (DPF)  1st  Tier  mitigation  reduces  emissions  by: 
PMIO:  85%  PM25:  85% 

For  Bore/Drill  Rigs,  the  Diesel  Particulate  RIter  (DPF)  1st  Tier  mitigation  reduces  emissions  by: 
PMIO:  85%  PM25:  85% 

For  [Xmpers/Tenders,  the  Diesel  (Articulate  RIter  (D(T)  1st  Tier  mitigation  reduces  emissions  by: 
PMIO:  85%  PM25:  85% 

For  Water  Trucks,  the  Dese(  Particulate  RIter  (DPF)  1st  Tier  mitigation  reduces  emissions  by: 
PMIO:  85%  PM25:  85% 

The  follow  ing  mitigation  measures  apply  to  Phase:  Architectural  Coating  4/7/2014  -  5/7/2014  -  (Ainting/coating  of  ATCT  and  associated  office  space 
For  Nonresidential  Architectural  Coating  Measures,  the  Nonresidential  B(terior:  Use  Low  VOC  Coatings  mitigation  reduces  emissions  by: 
ROG:  10% 

For  Nonresidential  Architectural  Coating  IVIeasures,  the  Nonresidential  Interior:  Use  Low  VOC  Coatings  mitigation  reduces  emissions  by: 
ROG:  10% 
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Project  introduction  letters  were  sent  to  44  individuals  representing  federal,  State,  and  local  agencies 
with  jurisdiction  over  resources  either  known  to  be  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Airport  or  for  resources  that 
could  potentially  be  present  in  the  area.  Letters  were  also  sent  to  surrounding  communities.  The 
purpose  of  the  letters  was  to  inform  agencies  and  communities  about  the  Environmental  Assessment 
(EA)  process,  the  proposed  project,  preliminary  purpose  and  need,  and  preliminary  alternatives  and 
to  solicit  input  on  issues  of  concern  that  they  would  like  addressed  in  the  EA. 

A  sample  letter  (the  same  letter  was  sent  to  all  44  individuals/entities)  is  on  the  following  pages;  the 
list  of  individuals,  agencies,  and  communities  the  letter  was  sent  to,  follows  the  sample  letter. 
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Mr.  Kenneth  Kirkey 
Planning  Director 

Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments 
P.O.  Box  2050 
Oakland,  CA  94604 

RE:     Environmental  Assessment  for  Relocation  of  the  Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower 
San  Francisco  International  Airport 

Dear  Mr.  Kirkey: 

The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  initiated  on  behalf  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration 
(FAA)  the  preparation  of  an  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  for  the  relocation  of  the  existing 
Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower  (ATCT  or  the  tower)  at  San  Francisco  International  Airport  (SFO  or 
the  Airport).  Airport  traffic  control  towers  are  located  at  airports  with  regularly  scheduled  flights.' 
FAA  air  traffic  controllers  working  in  the  ATCTs  manage  aircraft  takeoffs  and  landings  to  and  from 
an  airport  as  well  as  the  ground  movement  of  aircraft  on  an  airfield.  ATCT  air  traffic  controllers  are 
responsible  for  expediting  the  flow  of  aircraft  traffic  both  in  the  air  and  on  the  ground  and  for 
managing  aircraft  to  maintain  safe  separations  between  aircraft  as  well  as  between  aircraft  and  other 
obstacles  to  prevent  collisions.  To  facilitate  management  of  the  safe  operation  of  aircraft,  ATCTs  are 
designed  to  provide  air  traffic  controllers  a  vantage  point  from  which  they  have  an  unobstructed  view 
of  aircraft  on  the  ground  within  the  areas  of  air  traffic  control  (referred  to  as  "movement  areas")  and 
in  the  air  in  the  vicinity  of  the  airport.  It  is  critical  that  air  traffic  controllers  have  unobstructed  \  isual 
sight  lines  to  all  areas  of  the  airport's  runways  and  taxi  ways. 

ATCT  facilities  typically  include  (1)  a  base  building  which  provides  an  elevator  lobby  stair  vestibule 
to  access  the  tower  cab  and  administrative  offices;  (2)  a  tower  shaft  for  which  the  primaiy  functional 
purpose  is  to  accommodate  elevator  shafts,  stairwells,  and  electrical/mechanical  plumbing 
conveyances;  and  (3)  a  tower  cab  positioned  at  an  appropriate  height  to  provide  air  traffic  controllers 
unobstructed  views  of  the  airfield  and  surrounding  airspace.  Design  considerations,  such  as  the 
height  of  the  tower  cab  and  the  number  of  air  traffic  controller  positions  to  be  accommodated  in  the 
tower  cab  are  based  on  the  level  of  aircraft  activity  to  be  managed  at  the  airjiort.  the  airport  size 
(area),  and  the  airfield  and  airspace  configuration.^ 

The  existing  ATCT  building  is  owned  and  maintained  by  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  and 
leased  at  no  cost  to  the  FAA.  The  lease  is  automatically  renewed  each  year  barring  written  notice 
from  the  FAA  that  it  will  not  exercise  its  option.  The  current  lease  stipulates  that  no  renewal  shall 


A  regularly  scheduled  flight,  or  an  operation,  is  an  aircraft  landing  or  take  off. 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  Federal  Aviation  Administration.  Air  Traffic  Organization.  Terminal 
Facilities  Standard  Designs  A/E  Project  Manual,  July  27,  2009.  Pages  94-95. 
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extend  the  period  of  occupancy  beyond  September  30,  2013.  The  existing  tower  is  195  feet  tall  and 
the  tower  cab  has  approximately  525  square  feet  of  work  area  for  air  traffic  controllers.  The  base 
building,  tower  shaft,  and  tower  cab  of  the  SFO  ATCT  facilities  are  structurally  integrated  with 
Terminal  2.  In  2010,  the  tower  accommodated  13  air  traffic  controller  positions,  with  no  room  to  add 
additional  positions  if  higher  levels  of  aircraft  activity  occur  at  SFO. 

Terminal  2  was  built  in  1954  and  included  an  ATCT,  also  constructed  in  the  1950s,  on  level  8  of  the 
terminal.  In  1981,  Terminal  2  was  renovated  and  converted  to  an  international  terminal.  During  the 
renovation,  space  was  reserved  for  the  construction  of  a  new  ATCT.  Following  the  major  terminal 
renovation,  a  new  ATCT  was  constructed.  The  renovated  Terminal  2  and  new  tower  were 
constructed  around  the  original  1950's  tower,  integrating  the  old  tower  into  the  updated  facilities. 
The  1950's  tower  is  currently  used  as  a  ramp  tower  by  United  Airlines  staff  to  manage  the  ground 
flow  of  aircraft  in  one  of  the  aircraft  gate  areas,  an  area  not  controlled  by  FAA  air  traffic  controllers. 

The  existing  ATCT  was  commissioned  in  1 984,  and  has  surpassed  the  20-year  life  span  for  which  it 
was  designed.  In  2000,  SFO  opened  a  new  international  terminal  and  closed  Terminal  2  for 
renovations;  however,  the  tower  remains  operational  and  is  accessed  through  the  terminal  building. 
Renovation  of  Terminal  2  to  convert  it  fi"om  an  international  aircraft  terminal  to  a  domestic  terminal 
began  in  May  2008,  and  is  expected  to  be  completed  by  April  2011.  The  Terminal  2/Boarding 
Area  D  renovation  project  received  a  Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact  (FONSI)  and  Record  of 
Decision  (ROD)  as  part  of  the  Master  Plan  Improvements  Environmental  Assessment  on  November 
5,  1998. 

In  2006,  while  preparing  to  initiate  the  Terminal  2  renovation  project,  a  seismic  evaluation  was 
conducted  of  the  entire  Terminal  2  building  and  the  ATCT  facilities,  which  are  structurally 
integrated.  The  evaluation  led  to  the  determination  that  extensive  upgrades  were  required  for  the 
building  and  ATCT  facilities  to  meet  current  seismic,  building,  and  fire  code  standards  and  that 
damage  from  a  major  earthquake  could  render  the  ATCT  inoperable.  It  was  further  determined  that 
while  it  would  be  possible  to  seismically  upgrade  the  terminal  building  during  the  renovation  project, 
there  were  no  viable  seismic  retrofit  options  for  the  ATCT  facilities.  Any  significant  upgrades  to  the 
tower  would  be  cost  prohibitive  and  would  be  functionally  impractical  since  the  ATCT  could  not 
remain  fully  operational  during  the  period  of  seismic  retrofit  and  structural  strengthening  activities.^ 

Purpose  and  Need  for  Project 

A  major  earthquake  could  render  the  ATCT  facilities  at  SFO  inoperable,  thus  disrupting  air  traffic 
control  operations  at  the  Airport.  To  ensure  that  air  traffic  control  operations  at  SFO  are  not 
disrupted  by  a  seismic  event,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  has  identified  the  need  to  provide 


Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Los  Angeles  Terminal  Engineering  Center,  San  Francisco  International 
Airport,  San  Francisco,  California,  Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower  Site  Survey  Final  Report,  October  2008. 
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ATCT  facilities  that  meet  current  seismic  code  standards.  Furthermore,  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco  has  identified  the  need  to  be  able  to  support  future  equipment  installations,  support 
modernized  equipment,  meet  building  and  fire  code  standards,  and  provide  space  for  additional  air 
traffic  controller  positions  as  needed  in  the  future  to  support  forecasted  growth  of  aircraft  operations. 

To  address  the  needs  identified  above,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  has  identified  the 
purpose  of  the  Proposed  Action  (or  the  solution  to  the  need)  as  the  provision  of  ATCT  facihties  at 
SFO  that: 

Meet  seismic,  building,  and  fire  code  standards; 

•  Accommodate  future  equipment  installations;  and 

•  Support  modernization  of  ATCT  equipment. 

While  meeting  the  purpose,  alternatives  considered  for  the  Proposed  Action  should  also  maximize 
safety  of  air  traffic  operations  and  operational  efficiency  and  minimize  disruption  to  existing 
facilities  and  ongoing  terminal  redevelopment  work. 

Alternatives 

The  FAA,  in  cooperation  with  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  completed  a  study  in  October 
2008  that  evaluated  21  potential  relocation  sites  and  recommended  a  site  in  the  courtyard  between 
Terminals  1  and  2  (referred  to  as  Courtyard  2)  as  the  optimal  site  for  a  relocated  ATCT  \\  ithin  the 
Airport's  Terminal  Complex.  The  general  project  location  is  shown  in  Exhibit  1,  and  a  view  of  the 
Terminal  Complex  in  Exhibit  2  illustrates  the  existing  and  proposed  sites  for  the  ATCT. 

Proposed  Action 

The  FAA  ATCT  functions,  including  the  195-foot  tower  and  525-square  foot  tower  cab.  currently 
located  in  Terminal  2  would  be  relocated  to  a  proposed  ATCT  site  in  Courtyard  2.  the  area  between 
Terminals  1  and  2.  Specifically,  the  Proposed  Action  includes: 

.  Relocation  of  the  FAA  ATCT.  The  FAA  ATCT  functions  currently  located  in  ATCT 
facihties  integrated  with  Terminal  2  would  be  relocated  to  a  proposed  new  .M  C  T  that  w  ould 
be  constructed  at  a  site  in  Courtyard  2,  the  area  between  Tenninals  1  and  2.  I  he  rcplaccnicnt 
tower  would  be  228-feet  tall,  the  tower  shaft  would  be  40-feet  in  diameter  and  topped  by  a 
650-square  foot  tower  cab.  A  three-story  base  building  would  pro\  idc  space  for  V.\.\  otTicc 
and  other  administrative  activities.  The  departure  level  (level  2)  would  be  siiared  by  the  \  \.\ 
and  SFO  for  concessions  and  restrooms  as  well  as  for  pre-  and  post-  security  access  corridors 
between  Terminals  1  and  2.  In  total,  the  FAA  functions  in  the  existing  ATCT  account  for 
30,900  square  feet  and  would  be  relocated  into  39,600  square  feet  in  the  Courtyard  2 
location — representing  an  increase  of  8,700  square  feet  in  A  TC  T  space. 
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•  Demolition  of  the  existing  Terminal  2  office  space  and  the  FAA  ATCT  Facilities  and 
associated  office  and  mechanical  space.  For  seismic  safety  and  line  of  sight  reasons,  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  would  demolish  the  existing  ATCT  facihties  and  the 
Airport  Administrative  office  space  located  on  levels  6  through  10  of  Terminal  2  when  the 
relocated  ATCT  is  commissioned  and  operational. 

EA  Process  and  Schedule 

The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  are  in  the  process  of  developing  the  EA,  and  plan  to  release 
the  draft  EA  for  public  and  agency  review  in  April  2011.  The  EA  will  document  the  project's 
purpose  and  need,  the  proposed  action  and  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action,  the  affected 
environment,  and  environmental  consequences.  If  you  or  someone  in  your  organization  has  any 
specific  concerns  with  the  project,  or  recommend  that  a  particular  issue(s)  should  be  addressed  in  the 
EA,  we  would  appreciate  a  phone  call,  email,  or  in-person  meeting  by  January  14,  20 11  to  discuss 
your  concerns.  Please  address  all  comments  to: 

Audrey  Park 

Bureau  of  Planning  and  Environmental  Affairs 
San  Francisco  International  Airport 
P.O.  Box  8097 

San  Francisco,  Califomia  94128 
Tel:  (650)  821-7844 
Fax:  (650)  821-5833 
audrey.park@flysfo.com 


Sincerely, 

RICONDO  &  ASSOCIATES,  INC. 


Stephen  Culberson 
Director 


cc:  10-0106-92-02 
Read  File 
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Richard  Napier 
Executive  Director 

City/County  Association  of  Governments  of  San  Mateo 
County 

San  Mateo  County  Office  Building,  555  County  Center,  Fifth 
Floor 

Redwood  City,  CA  94063 


)ave  Carbone 

transportation  Systems  Coordinator 
ity/County  Association  of  Governments  of  San  Mateo 
jOunty 

>an  Mateo  County  Office  Building,  555  County  Center,  Fifth 
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William  Meeker 

Community  Development  Director 
City  of  Burlingame 
501  Primrose  Rd. 
Burlingame,  CA  94010 


aureen  Brooks 
lanning  Manager 
ity  of  Burlingame 
01  Primrose  Rd. 
uriingame,  CA  94010 


Farhad  Mortazavi 

Community  Development  Director 

City  of  Millbrae 

621  Magnolia  Ave. 

Millbrae,  CA  94030 


'll 


lavid  Petrovich,  AlCP 
ity  Planner 
ity  of  Millbrae 
21  Magnolia  Ave. 
illbrae,  CA  94030 


Lisa  Costa  Sanders 
Acting  Planning  Manager 
City  of  San  Bruno 
567  El  Camino  Real 
San  Bruno,  CA  94125 


^aron  J.  Aknin,  AlCP 

Community  Development  Director 

fity  of  San  Bruno 

567  El  Camino  Real 

>an  Bruno,  CA  94125 


Susy  Kaulkin 
Chief  Planner 

City  of  South  San  Francisco 
400  Grand  Ave. 

South  San  Francisco,  CA  94080 
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Jim  Eggemeyer 
Director 

San  Mateo  County,  Department  of  Planning  and  Building 
County  Office  Building,  455  County  Center,  2nd  Floor 
Redwood  City,  CA  94036 


Eric  Mar 

Supervisor,  District  1 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  -  Board  of  Supervisors 
City  Hall,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  Room  244 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Michela  Alioto-Pier 
Supervisor,  District  2 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  -  Board  of  Supervisors 
City  Hall,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  Room  244 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


David  Chiu 
Supervisor,  District  3 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  -  Board  of  Supervisors 
City  Hall,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  Room  244 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Carmen  Chu 
Supervisor,  District  4 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  -  Board  of  Supervisors 
City  Hall,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  Room  244 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Ross  Mirkarimi 
Supervisor,  District  5 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  -  Board  of  Supervisors 
City  Hall,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  Room  244 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Chris  Daly 

Supervisor,  District  6 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  -  Board  of  Supervisors 
City  Hall,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  Room  244 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Sean  Elsbernd 
Supervisor,  District  7 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  -  Board  of  Supervisors 
City  Hall,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  Room  244 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Bevan  Dufty 
Supervisor,  District  8 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  -  Board  of  Supervisors 
City  Hall,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  Room  244 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


David  Campos 
Supervisor,  District  9 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  -  Board  of  Supervisors 
City  Hall,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  Room  244 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Tohn  Avalos 
IHupervisor,  District  11 

g^ity  and  County  of  San  Francisco  -  Board  of  Supervisors 
^ity  Hall,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  Room  244 
"an  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Marty  Van  Dyn 

Dir.  Of  Economic  and  Community  Development 
City  of  South  San  Francisco 
400  Grand  Ave. 

South  San  Francisco,  CA  94080 


jean  Roggenkamp 

fceputy  Air  Pollution  Control  Officer 

pay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District 

939  Ellis  St 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 


Will  Travis 
Executive  Director 

San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development 
Commission 

50  California  Street,  Suite  2600 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 


Hoe  LaClair 
K:hief  of  Planning 

pan  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development 
Commission 

"o  California  Street,  Suite  2600 
Han  Francisco,  CA  94111 

i 

Cameron  Johnson 

Houth  Branch  Chief  -  Regulatory  Division 

PJS  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (San  Francisco  District) 

^455  Market  St.,  16th  Floor 

l^an  Francisco,  CA  94103 

%yan  Olah 

Pfchief  -  Coastal  Branch 

P^S  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (California  and  Nevada  Region  8- 

^cological  Services) 

^800  Cottage  Way,  Room  W-2605 

(ftacramento,  CA  95825 


Robert  Batha 
Chief  of  Permits 

San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development 
Commission 

50  California  Street,  Suite  2600 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 


Sean  Cullinane 
FAA  Air  Traffic  Control  Tower 
1828  El  Camino  Real,  Suite  705 
Burlingame,  CA  94010 


Charles  Armor 
Regional  Manager 

California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  (Region  3,  Bay 
Delta  Region) 
7329  Silverado  Trail 
Napa,  CA  94558 


P 

P 

P 


Bob  Smith 

US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (San  Francisco  District) 
1455  Marl<et  St.,  16th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


Shin-Roei  Lee 

Chief  -  Watershed  Management  Division 

California  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  (San 

Francisco  Bay  Region  2) 

1515  Clay  Street,  Suite  1400 

Oakland,  CA  94612 


Maria  Lafer 
WRCE 

1515  Clay  Street,  Suite  1400 
Oakland,  CA  94612 


Milford  Wayne  Donaldson 
State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
1416  9th  St.,  Rm  1442-7 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 


Nova  Blazej 

Manager,  Environmental  Review  Office 

US  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  9 

75  Hawthorne  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 


Melissa  Scianni 

Life  Scientist  -  Water  Division 

US  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  9 

75  Hawthorne  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 


Robert  Hargrove 

Director  of  NEPA  Compliance  Division 

US  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Office  of  Federal 

Activities  (within  Office  of  External  Affairs) 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Ariel  Rios  Building 

1200  Pennsylvania  Avenue,  N.W.  [Office  of  Federal  Actions, 

Mail  code:  2251A] 

Washington,  DC  20460 


Stacy  Cocke 

Senior  Planner,  Capital  Project  &  Environmental  Planning 

San  Mateo  County  Transit  District 

P.  0.  Box  3006 

San  Carlos,  CA  94070 


Executive  Officer  Sophie  Maxwell 

United  States  Coast  Guard  Supervisor,  District  10 

USCG  Air  Station,  SFO,  Building  1020  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  -  Board  of  Supervisors 

San  Francisco,  CA  94128  City  Hall,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  Room  244 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


ilisha  Novak 

lirport  Planner,  FAA  Airports  District  Office,  Burlinganne 
^FO/Community  Roundtable 
L828  El  Cannino  Real,  Suite  705 
lurlingame,  CA  94010 


David  F.  Carbone 
Roundtable  Progrann  Manager 
SFO/Community  Roundtable 
1828  El  Camino  Real,  Suite  705 
Burlingame,  CA  94010 


^ert  Ganoung 

Rianager,  SFO  Noise  Abatement  Office 
FO/Community  Roundtable 
828  El  Camino  Real,  Suite  705 
uriingame,  CA  94010 


Mike  McCarron 

Director,  SFO  Bureau  of  Community  Affairs 
SFO/Community  Roundtable 
1828  El  Camino  Real,  Suite  705 
Burlingame,  CA  94010 


SF© 

COMMUNITY 
ROUNDTABLE 

Januarys,  2011 

Audrey  Park 

Bureau  of  Planning  and  Construction 
San  Francisco  International  Airport 
Box  8097 

San  Francisco,  CA  94128 
Dear  Ms.  Park: 


San  Fronc  SCO  Interrai'-onai 
Airport /Community  Roundtobie 

1828  El  Camino  Real,  Suite  705 
Burlingame.  C A  94010 
T  (650)  692-6597 
F(650)  692-6152 

■•/,'-A'-A'.sforo'.i'''.cJtaD!e  c-''j 


JAN -5  2011 

Moq  and  Enviionmer.tc! 
Afloirs 


RE:       Response  to  a  Letter  Regarding  Preparation  of  a  Federal  Environmental 

Assessment  (EA)  for  Relocation  of  the  FAA  Air  Traffic  Control  Tower  (ATCT) 
at  San  Francisco  International  Airport  (SFO) 

This  letter  is  in  response  to  a  letter  from  Stephen  Culberson,  Director,  Ricondo  &  Associates, 
dated  December  22,  2010,  regarding  the  above-referenced  environmental  assessment  (EA) 
and  related  project  at  SFO.  The  San  Francisco  International  Airport/Community  Roundtable 
(Roundtable)  was  formed  in  1981  to  address  community  noise  impacts  from  aircraft 
operations  at  San  Francisco  International  Airport  (see  Roundtable  Website  at 
www.SFOroundtable.orq).  I  understand  the  purpose  of  the  proposed  project  includes  the 
following  elements: 

•  meet  current  seismic,  building,  and  fire  safety  code  standards 

•  support  modernization  of  ATCT  equipment  and  installation  of  future  equipment 

•  maximize  safety  of  air  traffic  operations 

•  minimize  disruption  to  existing  facilities  and  on-going  terminal  redevelopment  efforts 

The  project  consists  of  new  construction  (a  new  FAA  ATCT)  and  demolition  of  existing 
selected  stmctures  on  Airport-owned  property  within  the  existing  SFO  terminal  complex.  The 
project  does  not  affect  current  or  future  air  traffic  routes  in/out  of  SFO,  nor  does  it  directly  or 
indirectly  increase  the  number  of  aircraft  departures/arrivals  at  the  Airport.  Therefore,  the 
project  does  not  affect  the  on-going  aircraft  noise  mitigation  focus/activities  of  the 
Roundtable. 

Thank  you^for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  above-referenced  project. 
Sincerely,/ 


David  ff.  Carbone,  Roundtable  Program  Manager 

cc:        Roundtable  Members 

Steve  Alverson,  Roundtable  Coordinator 
John  Bergener,  SFO  Planning  Manager 


RoundtablecomlctncwSFOATCTI  2 1 0.doc 


Working  together  lor  quieter  skies  »^ 


C/CAG 


City/County  Association  of  Governments 
OF  San  Mateo  County 


Alherlon  •  Belmont  •  Brisbane  •  BurUngame  •  Colma  •  Daly  City  •  East  Palo  Alto  •  Foster  City  •  Half  Moon  Bay  •  Hillsborough  •  Menlo  Park  • 
Millbrae  •  Pacifica  •  Porlola  Valley  •  Redwood  City  •  San  Bruno  '  San  Carlos  •  San  Mateo  •  San  Mateo  County  'South  San  Francisco  •  Woodside 


Box  8097 

San  Francisco,  CA  94128 

RE:     Response  to  a  Letter  Regarding  Preparation  of  a  Federal  Environmental  Assessment  (EA) 

for  Relocation  of  the  FAA  Air  Traffic  Control  Tower  (ATCT)  at  San  Francisco  International 
Airport  (SFO) 

Dear  Ms.  Park: 

This  letter  is  in  response  to  a  letter  from  Stephen  Culberson,  Director,  Ricondo  &  Associates,  dated 
December  22,  2010,  regarding  the  above-referenced  environmental  assessment  (EA)  and  related 
project  at  SFO.  The  City/County  Association  of  Governments  of  San  Mateo  County  (C/CAG) 
Board  of  Directors  serves  as  the  state-mandated  airport  land  use  commission  for  the  county.  The 
Board  understands  the  purpose  of  the  proposed  project  includes  the  following  elements: 

•  meet  current  seismic,  building,  and  fire  safety  code  standards 

•  support  modernization  of  ATCT  equipment  and  installation  of  fiiture  equipment 

•  maximize  safety  of  air  traffic  operations 

•  minimize  disruption  to  existing  facilities  and  on-going  terminal  redevelopment  efforts. 

Since  all  work  associated  with  the  project  (new  constmction  and  demolition  of  selected  existing 
structures)  will  occur  on  airport  property,  the  project  is  not  within  the  review/approval  authority  of 
the  C/CAG  Board  of  Directors. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  above-referenced  project. 


December  31,  2010 


Audrey  Park 

Bureau  of  Planning  and  Construction 
San  Francisco  International  Airport 


JAN  -6  2011 


'     ng  and  Enviionmentoi 
fi,ffG!rs 


cc: 


David  F.  Carbone,  C/CAG  Staff 
John  Bergener,  SFO  Planning  Manager 

Richard  Newman,  C/CAG  Airport  Land  Use  Committee  (ALUC)  Chairperson 


555  County  Center,  5'"  Floor,  Redwood  Cily,  CA  94063    PllONE:  650.599. 1406 

www.ccag.ca.gov 


ccagcomlelNEWSFOATCT  1 2 1 0.doc 
FAX:  650  361.8227 


From: 
To: 

Subject: 
Date: 


Lindy  Lowe 
Audrey  Park 

Relocation  of  the  Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower 
Friday,  January  07,  2011  11:28:16  AM 


Hello  Audrey, 


BCDC  has  reviewed  the  proposal  for  the  relocation  of  the  tower  and  it  is  something  that  BCDC 
supports  and  is  an  important  project  to  move  forward  with.  Let  me  know  if  you  need  anything  else. 

Best, 
Lindy 

Lindy  L.  Lowe 
Senior  Planner 

San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation 
and  Development  Commission 
(415)352-3642 

rmdyl@bcdc.ca.gov 


RICONDO' 

&  ASSOCIATES 


January  13,  2011 


California  Native  American  Heritage  Commission 
915  Capitol  Mall,  Room  364 
Sacramento,  California  95814 

RE:      Environmental  Assessment  for  Relocation  of  the  Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower 
San  Francisco  International  Airport 

To  whom  it  may  concern: 

On  behalf  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Ricondo  &  Associates,  Inc.  (R&A),  is  preparing  an 
Environmental  Assessment  in  compliance  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  and  Federal 
Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  guidance  for  the  relocation  of  the  Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower  (ATCT)  at 
the  San  Francisco  International  Airport  (Airport)  in  San  Francisco,  California.  The  FAA  has  requested  that  we 
contact  the  California  Native  American  Heritage  Commission  to  identify  any  Native  American  traditional 
cultural  properties  or  land  interests  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Airport  that  may  be  affected  by  the  project. 

The  FAA,  in  cooperation  with  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  completed  a  study  in  October  2008  that 
evaluated  21  potential  relocation  sites  and  recommended  a  site  on  Airport  property  located  in  an  existing 
paved  area  in  the  courtyard  between  Terminals  1  and  2  (referred  to  as  Courtyard  2)  as  the  optimal  site  for  a 
relocated  ATCT.  The  general  project  location  is  shown  in  Exhibit  1,  and  a  view  of  the  Tenninal  Complex  in 
Exhibit  2  illustrates  the  existing  and  proposed  sites  for  the  ATCT. 

The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  are  in  the  process  of  developing  the  EA,  and  plan  to  release  the  draft 
EA  for  public  and  agency  review  in  April  201 1.  The  EA  will  document  the  project's  purpose  and  need,  the 
proposed  action  and  altematives  to  the  proposed  action,  the  affected  environment,  and  environmental 
consequences.  Could  you  please  search  your  records  and  let  us  know  if  there  are  any  Native  Amcncan 
traditional  cultural  properties  or  land  interests  in  the  vicinity  of  the  San  Francisco  International  Airptm  ihai 
may  be  affected  by  the  project?  If  so,  please  provide  contact  information  for  potentially  atTcctcd  Native 
American  tribes  to  my  attention  at  the  address  below.  I  can  also  be  reached  by  phone  (3 1 2.2 12.8812  direct 
line)  or  via  email  (s_culberson@ricondo.com). 

Sincerely, 


RICONDO  &  ASSOCIATES,  INC. 


Director 

cc:  10010692-02 
Read  File 


20  NORTH  ClARK  SIRMT,  SUITf   1500,  CHICAGO.  U  40603 
TEl  |3I2|  606  061  I      FAX  |312)  606  0706 


s: 


•a 
c 

I 


X 
LU 


o 
O 
u 

■c 
o 
o. 

< 

II 

O 

o 


c 

<i)  m 

Z  ^ 

ra  c 

c  a? 

9  E 

iS  o 

C  0) 

0)  > 

(A  0) 

(U  "S 

2 1 

ni  (u 

£  E 

<u  o 

1  P 

8  .s" 

<"  b  ( 

s  c  ■ 

<  w 

"(5  (u  . 

=  c  ' 
c 

o  c 
o 

LU  S2 

X)  (0 

i~ 

(0 


c 

^  "o 
Q.  £ 

O  -D 

(D  "I 
0)  (A 

^  o 

CD  ~ 
._-  «I 

£  Q. 
LL  < 

io 
<  < 


3 

o 

CO 


o 

T3  CN 

™  o 
O  (1) 
-D 

>  B 

0)  (0 

Q  o 

ni  ^ 
g'oa 
E  o 
^  "i 
0.  o 

•c  a: 

o  . . 

Q.  >< 
.bl  ^ 
<  -D 

a. 

(U 


X 
0) 

a 

E 
o 
o 

75 
c 


.0) 


TO 
U 
CO 


U:i/U3/2U11   14:  3B   tAX  aie   e57   5380  NAHC 


STATF  OF  CALFOHMIA 

NATIVE  AMERICAN  HERITAGE  COMMISSION 

915  CAPITOL  MALL,  ROOM  384 

SACRAMEMTO,  CA  95814 

(916)  653>4082 

Fax  (916)  657-5390 

Web  SKe  www.rwhc.ea.90v 


February  3,  201 1 

Stephen  D.  Culberson 
RICONDO  &  SSOCIATES.  INC. 
20  North  Clark  Street 
1  Suite  1500 
Chicago,  Illinois  60602 

Sent  by  Fax:  312-606-0706 
Number  of  Pages:  2 

Re:  Proposed  SF  Airport  project,  San  Mateo  County 
Dear  Mr.  Culberson: 

A  record  search  of  the  sacred  land  file  has  failed  to  indicate  the  presence  of  Native  American 
cultural  resources  in  the  immediate  project  area.  The  absence  of  specific  site  Information  in  the 
sacred  lands  file  does  not  indicate  the  absence  of  cultural  resources  in  any  project  area.  Other 
sources  of  cultural  resources  should  also  be  contacted  for  Information  regarding  known  and 
recorded  sites. 

Enclosed  is  a  list  of  Native  Americans  individuals/organizations  who  may  have  knowledge  of 
cultural  resources  in  the  project  area.  The  Commission  makes  no  recommendation  or 
preference  of  a  single  individual,  or  group  over  another.  This  list  should  provide  a  starting  place 
in  locating  areas  of  potential  adverse  impact  within  the  proposed  project  area.  I  suggest  you 
contact  all  of  those  indicated,  if  they  cannot  supply  information,  they  might  recommend  others 
with  specific  knowledge.  By  contacting  all  those  listed,  your  organization  will  be  better  able  to 
respond  to  claims  of  failure  to  consult  with  the  appropriate  thbe  or  group.  If  a  response  has  not 
been  received  within  two  weeks  of  notiflcatk>n,  the  Commission  requests  that  you  follow-up  with 
a  telephone  call  to  ensure  that  the  project  information  has  been  received. 

If  you  receive  notification  of  change  of  addresses  and  phone  numbers  from  any  of  these 
individuals  or  groups,  please  notify  me.  With  your  assistance  we  are  able  to  assure  that  our 
lists  contain  current  information.  If  you  have  any  questions  or  need  additional  Information, 
please  contact  me  at  (916)  653-4038. 

Sincerely,   

Apebbie  Pllas-Treadway 
^^Environmental  Specialist  III 


Edmund  G  Bmnwi  Jr  ,  Cov*r«oi- 


Native  American  Coordination 


Addresses 


Ms.  Jakki  Kehl 

Ms.  Linda  G.  Yamane 

Honorable  Irene  Zwierlein 
Chairperson 

Amah/Mutsun  Tribal  Band 

Honorable  Ann  Marie  Sayers 
Chairperson 

Indian  Canyon  Mutsun  Band  of 
Costanoan 

Ms.  Jean-Marie  Feyling 
Amah/Mutsun  Tribal  Band 

Honorable  Rosemary  Cambra 
Chairperson 

Muwekma  Ohione  Indian  Tribe  of  the 
San  Francisco  Bay  Area 

Mr.  Andrew  Galvan 
The  Ohione  Indian  Tribe 

Ms.  Ramona  Garibay,  Representative 
Trina  Marine  Ruano  Family 


U.S.  Department 
of  Transportation 


FAA  Alaskan  Region 
ATOAA/SA/Engineering  Services 


Federal  Aviation 
Administration 


222  W.  7th  Avenue.  Box  14 
Anchorage,  Alaska  99513-7587 


March  29,  2011 


Mr.  Milford  Wayne  Donaldson 
State  of  California 
State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
Office  of  Historic  Preservation 
1725  23'"^  Street,  Suite  100 
Sacramento,  California  95816 

Attention:  Mr.  Tristan  Tozer 

Dear  Mr.  Donaldson: 


Proposed  Relocation  of  the  Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower 
San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Mateo  County,  California 
Section  106  Coordination 


The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  and  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA) 
are  preparing  federal  environmental  documentation  for  the  proposed  undertaking  of  the 
relocation  of  the  FAA  Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower  (ATCT)  at  San  Francisco 
International  Airport  (SFO  or  the  Airport).  The  proposed  undertaking  includes  the 
construction  of  a  228-foot  tall  ATCT  with  a  three-story  base  building  that  provides  space 
for  FAA  office  and  other  administrative  activities.  The  ATCT  would  be  integrated  with  a 
passenger  corridor  connecting  Terminals  1  and  2;  the  departure  level  (level  2)  would  be 
shared  by  the  FAA  and  SFO  for  concessions  and  restrooms  as  well  as  for  pre-  and 
post-  security  access  corridors  between  Terminals  1  and  2.  The  proposed  undertaking 
would  also  include  demolition  of  the  existing  FAA  ATCT  facilities  and  associated  office 
and  mechanical  space.  For  seismic  safety  and  line  of  sight  reasons,  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco  would  demolish  the  existing  ATCT  facilities  and  the  Airport 
administrative  office  space  located  on  levels  4  through  10  of  Terminal  2  when  the 
relocated  ATCT  is  commissioned  and  operational. 


& 

The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  and  the  FAA  are  preparing  an  environmental 
assessment  for  the  proposed  undertaking  pursuant  to  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act  of  1969. 

The  relocation  of  the  ATCT  is  required  because  a  seismic  evaluation  conducted  in  2006 
for  the  entire  Terminal  2  building  including  the  ATCT  facilities  (which  are  structurally 
integrated),  determined  that  extensive  upgrades  were  required  for  the  building  and  ATCT 
facilities  to  meet  current  seismic,  building,  and  fire  code  standards  and  that  damage  from  a 
major  earthquake  could  render  the  ATCT  inoperable.  It  was  further  determined  that  while  it 
would  be  possible  to  seismically  upgrade  the  terminal  building  during  the  renovation  project, 
there  were  no  viable  seismic  retrofit  options  for  the  ATCT  facilities.  Any  significant 
upgrades  to  the  tower  would  be  cost  prohibitive  and  would  be  functionally  impractical  since 
the  ATCT  could  not  remain  fully  operational  during  the  period  of  seismic  retrofit  and 
structural  strengthening  activities. 

1.  Area  of  Potential  Effect 

The  FAA  is  providing  the  following  information  on  how  FAA  determined  the  boundaries  of 
the  Area  of  Potential  Effect  (APE)  for  the  proposed  undertaking.  The  proposed  undertaking 
would  occur  in  the  central  terminal  core  area  on  existing  Airport  property  (see  Exhibit  1). 
The  APE  was  delineated  based  on  the  area  that  would  be  potentially  physically 
disturbed  during  construction  or  needed  for  construction  staging  (see  Exhibit  2).  The 
proposed  ATCT  would  be  located  in  and  adjacent  to  Courtyard  2  and  Terminal  2,  near 
Boarding  Area  C,  Gate  C41.  Existing  conditions  at  this  site  consist  of  asphalt-paved 
exterior  areas  and  existing  terminal  buildings.  Additional  construction  would  occur  in 
Terminal  2  for  the  demolition  of  floors  4  through  6  in  the  main  structure  and  the  existing 
ATCT  above  the  existing  Terminal  2  roofline  (floors  7  through  10).  Construction  staging 
for  the  proposed  ATCT  would  occur  at  Gate  C41 . 

The  APE  boundaries  were  determined  through  consultation  with  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco  on  the  extent  of  the  proposed  ATCT  project.  The  proposed  undertaking 
will  not  affect  the  number  or  type  of  aircraft  using  the  Airport,  thus  FAA  delineated  a 
Direct  Effects  APE  only.  There  would  be  no  change  in  the  indirect  effects  from  aircraft 
noise  resulting  from  the  proposed  undertaking.  FAA  will  include  this  information  in  the 
environmental  documentation  for  the  proposed  project.  FAA  is  seeking  comments  from 
your  office  on  the  acceptability  of  the  APE  under  Title  36  Code  of  Federal  Regulations 
(CFR)  Section  800.4  Identification  of  Historic  Properties. 

We  are  providing  the  following  description  of  the  Direct  Effects  APE  for  the  proposed 
undertaking: 


Kederal  Aviation  Administration.  Los  Angeles  Temiinal  Engineering  Center.  San  Francisco  Inienutiional 
Airpuri.  San  Francisco,  California.  Airport  Traffic  Control  Tow  er  Site  SiitTcy  Final  Report.  October  2008. 


Relocated  Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower  (ATCT)  Site:  Exhibit  2  shows  the  Direct 
Effects  APE  (Physical  Disturbance  Area)  for  the  proposed  ATCT  site.  This  APE 
includes  the  proposed  ATCT  site,  the  existing  ATCT  and  Terminal  2  (portions  of  which 
will  be  demolished),  and  the  construction  staging  area  at  Gate  C41 .  The  relocated 
ATCT  would  consist  of  a  base  building  incorporated  into  a  passenger  corridor 
connecting  Terminals  1  and  2,  a  tower  shaft,  and  ATCT  cab.  The  entire  structure  would 
be  approximately  228  feet  in  height. 

Pursuant  to  Title  36  CFR  Section  800.4,  the  FAA  is  seeking  concurrence  with  the  APE 
for  the  proposed  undertaking  from  the  California  State  Historic  Preservation  Office. 

2.  Native  American  Consultation 

On  February  3,  201 1 ,  a  letter  listing  Native  American  contacts  for  the  proposed 
undertaking  was  received  from  the  California  Native  American  Heritage  Commission. 
The  Commission  recommended  FAA  contact  two  representatives  of  the 
Ohione/Costanoans;  two  representatives  of  the  Amah/Mutsun  Tribal  Band;  the  Indian 
Canyon  Mutsun  Band  of  Costanoan;  the  Muwekma  Oholone  Indian  Tribe  of  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  Area;  the  Ohione  Indian  tribe;  and  a  representative  of  the  Trina  Marine 
Ruano  Family. 

On  March  28,  201 1,  FAA  provided  detailed  information  about  the  Area  of  Potential 
Effect  and  the  proposed  undertaking  via  U.S.  Mail  to  the  tribal  contacts  listed  above. 

3.  National  Register  Eligibility  Determinations 

Existing  conditions  at  the  site  of  the  proposed  undertaking  consist  of  asphalt-paved 
exterior  areas  and  existing  terminal  buildings.  Additional  construction  would  occur  in 
Terminal  2  for  the  demolition  officers  4  through  6  in  the  main  structure  and  the  existing 
ATCT  above  the  existing  Terminal  2  roofline  (floors  7  through  10).  Construction  staging 
for  the  proposed  ATCT  would  occur  at  Gate  C41 . 

According  to  information  published  on  historic  properties  from  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco,  on  the  National  Park  Service's  (NPS)  National  Register  Information 
System  (NRIS),  from  the  State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation's  (OHP)  California 
Register  of  Historical  Resources  (CRHR),  and  from  the  Northwest  Information  Center 
(record  search  conducted  on  December  16,  2010),  no  known  historic,  cultural,  or 
archaeological  sites  exist  within  the  APE.  The  only  National  Register  eligible  property 
close  to  the  APE  is  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard's  Air  Station  San  Francisco,  The  U.S.  Coast 
Guard  Air  Station  San  Francisco  was  determined  to  be  eligible  as  a  National  Register 
Historic  District  in  1999.  The  historic  district  is  adjacent  to  the  Airport  on  the  north  side 
and  is  located  more  than  1  mile  from  the  APE  for  the  proposed  project.  The  existing 
ATCT  is  located  just  over  1  mile  (1 .07  miles)  southeast  of  the  U  S  Coast  Guard  Air 


Station  San  Francisco.  The  proposed  ATCT  would  be  located  1.12  miles  southeast  of 
the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  Air  Station  San  Francisco. 

A  historical  resources  consultant  conducted  a  study  of  the  existing  ATCT  to  determine 
its  eligibility  for  listing  as  a  historic  resource  as  part  of  this  project.  Results  of  that  study 
are  attached  to  this  letter  as  Attachment  1.  Additionally,  a  visual  impact  assessment 
was  also  performed  to  determine  whether  visual  changes  would  possibly  affect  historic 
resources  outside  of  the  APE  (notably  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  Air  Station  San  Francisco). 
Results  of  that  assessment  are  also  attached  as  Attachment  2. 

Based  on  the  evaluation  of  the  two  existing  ATCTs  at  SFO  (one  constructed  in  1954 
and  the  other  constructed  in  1984),  neither  ATCT  meets  any  criteria  for  inclusion  on  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (see  Attachment  1).  The  1954  ATCT  retains  a  low 
degree  of  integrity  and  is  not  associated  with  an  important  event  or  person,  nor  does  it 
contain  great  information  potential.  The  1984  ATCT  does  not  represent  the  first,  last,  or 
best  of  its  kind,  no  scholarly  work  exists  on  the  tower  itself,  and  it  is  not  part  of  a  historic 
district.  Thus,  the  FAA  has  determined  that  that  these  structures  are  not  eligible  for 
inclusion  into  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 

The  FAA  has  determined  there  are  no  historic  properties  within  the  APE  for  the 
proposed  undertaking. 

A  Study  Area  was  established  for  this  project  to  examine  areas  that  may  be  visually 
impacted  by  the  proposed  undertaking.  The  Study  Area  was  defined  as  an  area  roughly 
1  mile  in  diameter  around  the  proposed  ATCT  location.  A  visual  assessment  on 
potential  effects  to  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  Air  Station  San  Francisco  Historic  District 
concluded  that  the  change  in  view  with  relocation  of  the  ATCT  would  subtly  change. 
Upon  demolition  of  the  existing  ATCT  and  floors  4  through  10  of  Terminal  2,  views  from 
the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  Air  Station  San  Francisco  should  improve  (see  Exhibit  1  in 
Attachment  2).  Thus,  the  FAA  has  determined  that  the  proposed  undertaking  would 
have  no  effect  on  historic  resources  within  the  Study  Area. 

FAA  seeks  the  California  SHPO's  concurrence  with  these  determinations. 

4.  Assessment  of  Adverse  Effects  on  Historic  Properties 

Since  the  FAA  has  determined  there  are  no  historic  properties  listed  or  eligible  for  listing 
on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  and  no  archaeological  sites  have  been 
identified  within  the  APE,  the  FAA  finds  that  the  proposed  undertaking  will  not  affect  any 
properties  listed  or  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  under 
36  CFR  Part  800.4(d)(1).  FAA  seeks  the  California  SHPO's  concurrence  with  this 
finding. 


If  you  have  any  further  questions  concerning  this  matter,  please  call  me  at 
(907)  271-4471. 

Sincerely, 
John  Louie 

Environmental/NEPA  Specialist 
FAA  ATO  Western  Sen/ice  Area 
john.louie@faa.gov 


Enclosures: 

Exhibit  1  -  Project  Location 
Exhibit  2  -  Area  of  Potential  Effect 

Attachment  1  -  Historical,  Archaeological,  Architectural,  and  Cultural  Resources  Report 
Attachment  2  -  Visual  Assessment 


U.S.  Department  FAA  Alaskan  Region 

of  Transportation  ATO/^/'ySA/Engineering  Services 

Federal  Aviation  222  W.  7th  Avenue.  Box  14 

Administration  Anchorage.  Alaska  99513-7587 


March  28.  2011 
Ms.  Jakki  Kehl 


RE:     Environmental  Assessment  for  the  Relocation  of  the  Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower 
at  San  Francisco  International  Airport 


Dear  Ms.  Kehl: 


The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  initiated  on  behalf  of  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  (FAA)  the  preparation  of  an  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  for  the 
relocation  of  the  existing  Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower  (ATCT  or  the  tower)  at  San 
Francisco  International  Airport  (SFO  or  the  Airport).  You  and/or  your  organization  were 
identified  by  the  Native  American  Heritage  Commission  as  potentially  having  knowledge 
of  cultural  resources  in  the  project  area.  This  letter  is  intended  to  solicit  your  comments 
regarding  potential  substantial,  direct  effects  of  the  Proposed  Action  on  your  tribe  or  its 
resources.  It  provides  a  discussion  of  the  purpose  and  need  for  the  project,  a 
description  of  the  Proposed  Action,  and  a  brief  discussion  of  the  alternatives  to  the 
Proposed  Action. 

Background 

The  existing  ATCT  was  commissioned  in  1984,  and  has  surpassed  the  20-year  life  span 
for  which  it  was  designed.  In  2000,  SFO  opened  a  new  international  terminal  and 
closed  Terminal  2  for  renovations;  however,  the  tower  remains  operational  and  is 
accessed  through  the  terminal  building.  Renovation  of  Terminal  2  to  convert  it  from  an 
international  aircraft  terminal  to  a  domestic  terminal  began  in  May  2008.  and  is 
expected  to  be  completed  in  April  201 1 . 

In  2006,  while  preparing  to  initiate  the  Terminal  2  renovation  project,  a  seismic 
evaluation  was  conducted  of  the  entire  Terminal  2  building  and  the  ATCT  facilities, 
which  are  structurally  integrated.  The  evaluation  led  to  the  determination  that  extensive 
upgrades  were  required  for  the  building  and  ATCT  facilities  to  meet  current  seismic, 
building,  and  fire  code  standards  and  that  damage  from  a  major  earthquake  could 
render  the  ATCT  inoperable.  It  was  further  determined  that  while  it  would  be  possible  to 
seismically  upgrade  the  terminal  building  during  the  renovation  project,  there  were  no 
viable  seismic  retrofit  options  for  the  ATCT  facilities.  Any  significant  upgrades  to  the 
tower  would  be  cost  prohibitive  and  would  be  functionally  impractical  since  the  ATCT 
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could  not  remain  fully  operational  during  the  period  of  seismic  retrofit  and  structural 
strengthening  activities.^ 

Purpose  and  Need  for  Project 

A  major  earthquake  could  render  the  ATCT  facilities  at  SFO  inoperable,  thus  disrupting 
air  traffic  control  operations  at  the  Airport.  To  ensure  that  air  traffic  control  operations  at 
SFO  are  not  disrupted  by  a  seismic  event,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  has 
identified  the  need  to  provide  ATCT  facilities  that  meet  current  seismic  code  standards. 
Furthermore,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  has  identified  the  need  to  be  able  to 
support  future  equipment  installations,  support  modernized  equipment,  and  meet 
building  and  fire  code  standards. 

To  address  the  needs  identified  above,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  has 
identified  the  purpose  of  the  Proposed  Action  (or  the  solution  to  the  need)  as  the 
provision  of  ATCT  facilities  at  SFO  that: 

.    Meet  seismic,  building,  and  fire  code  standards; 
.    Accommodate  future  equipment  installations;  and 
.    Support  modernization  of  ATCT  equipment. 

While  meeting  the  purpose,  alternatives  considered  for  the  Proposed  Action  should  also 
maximize  safety  of  air  traffic  operations  and  operational  efficiency  and  minimize 
disruption  to  existing  facilities  and  ongoing  terminal  redevelopment  work. 

Alternatives 

The  FAA,  in  cooperation  with  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  completed  a  study 
in  October  2008  that  evaluated  21  potential  relocation  sites  and  recommended  a  site  in 
the  courtyard  between  Terminals  1  and  2  (referred  to  as  Courtyard  2)  as  the  optimal  site 
for  a  relocated  ATCT  within  the  Airport's  Terminal  Complex.  The  general  project 
location  is  shown  in  Exhibit  1,  and  a  view  of  the  Terminal  Complex  in  Exhibit  2 
illustrates  the  existing  and  proposed  sites  for  the  ATCT. 

Proposed  Action 

The  FAA  ATCT  functions,  including  the  195-foot  tower  and  525-square  foot  tower  cab, 
currently  located  in  Terminal  2  would  be  relocated  to  a  proposed  ATCT  site  in  Courtyard 
2,  the  area  between  Terminals  1  and  2.  Specifically,  the  Proposed  Action  includes: 

.    Relocation  of  the  FAA  ATCT.  The  FAA  ATCT  functions  currently  located  in 
ATCT  facilities  integrated  with  Terminal  2  would  be  relocated  to  a  proposed  new 


Federal  Aviation  Adminisiration.  Los  Angeles  Terminal  Engineering  Center.  San  Francisco  Iniernalional 
Airport.  San  Francisco.  California,  Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower  Site  Stm'ey  Final  Report.  October  2008. 


FAA  ATO  WSA  ES  Alaska  Region 


ATCT  that  would  be  constructed  at  a  site  in  Courtyard  2,  the  area  between 
Terminals  1  and  2.  The  replacement  tower  would  be  228-feet  tall,  the  tower  shaft 
would  be  40-feet  in  diameter  and  topped  by  a  650-square  foot  tower  cab.  A 
three-story  base  building  would  provide  space  for  FAA  office  and  other 
administrative  activities.  The  departure  level  (level  2)  would  be  shared  by  the 
FAA  and  SFO  for  concessions  and  restrooms  as  well  as  for  pre-  and  post- 
security  access  corridors  between  Terminals  1  and  2.  In  total,  the  FAA  functions 
in  the  existing  ATCT  account  for  30,900  square  feet  and  would  be  relocated  into 
39,600  square  feet  in  the  Courtyard  2  location — representing  an  increase  of 
8,700  square  feet  in  ATCT  space. 

.  Demolition  of  the  existing  Terminal  2  office  space  and  the  FAA  ATCT 
Facilities  and  associated  office  and  mechanical  space.  For  seismic  safety 
and  line  of  sight  reasons,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  would  demolish 
the  existing  ATCT  facilities  and  the  Airport  Administrative  office  space  located  on 
levels  6  through  10  of  Terminal  2  when  the  relocated  ATCT  is  commissioned  and 
operational. 

EA  Process  and  Schedule 

The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  are  in  the  process  of  developing  the  EA,  and 
plan  to  release  the  draft  EA  for  public  and  agency  review  in  April  2011.  The  EA  will 
document  the  project's  purpose  and  need,  the  proposed  action  and  alternatives  to  the 
proposed  action,  the  affected  environment,  and  environmental  consequences.  If  you 
believe  that  the  Proposed  Action  will  have  substantial,  direct  effects  on  your  tribe  or 
resources,  please  inform  me  by  April  28,  201 1 .  Please  address  all  comments  to: 

Mr.  John  Louie 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 
ATO/Tech  OpsAA/SA/Engineering  Services 
222  W.  7^^  Avenue,  #14 
Anchorage,  Alaska  99513 
Tel:  (907)  271-4471 
iohn.louie@faa.qov 


John  Louie,  PE 
Environmental  Engineer 
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1.  Existing  Conditions 

The  greater  San  Francisco  Bay  region  is  a  complex  system  of  mountain  ranges,  valleys,  and 
waterways  that  together  create  areas  that  are  unique  and  not  only  define  the  character  of  the  region 
but  also  contribute  to  the  overall  character  of  California.  Some  of  these  notable  areas  include  the 
distinctive  urban  center  of  San  Francisco,  vertical  cliffs  of  the  Marin  Headlands'  Pacific  Ocean 
coastline,  and  the  San  Francisco  Bay.  The  region  is  characterized  by  panoramic  views  from  the 
Santa  Cruz  Mountains  and  the  Berkeley/Oakland  hills;  rolling  hillsides  that  are  developed  or  are 
grasslands  that  range  from  green  and  sprinkled  with  wildflowers  in  the  spring  to  brown  contrasting 
against  stately  oaks  with  dark  green  foliage  in  the  summer;  and  numerous  waterways  traversed  by 
vessels  ranging  from  enormous  tankers  to  small  sailboats. 

SFO  is  bounded  by  South  San  Francisco  to  the  north;  the  San  Francisco  Bay  to  the  east;  Burlingame 
to  the  south;  and  Highway  101,  San  Bruno,  and  Millbrae  to  the  west.  Key  viewpoints,  shown  in 
Exhibit  F-1,  have  been  chosen  for  their  representation  of  the  views  of  the  Area  of  Potential  Effect 
(APE).  The  vicinity  is  characterized  by  a  mix  of  industrial,  commercial,  residential,  and  public 
recreational  and  open  space  uses.  Views  of  the  APE  can  be  characterized  by  views  from  the 
waterfront  and  inland  views. 

1 A         Waterfront  Views 

Industrial,  commercial,  and  recreational  land  uses  are  an  established  element  along  the  Bay's 
shoreline.  Land  uses  in  this  area  are  comprised  of  the  multi-use  Bay  Trail,  the  South  San  Francisco 
commercial  and  industrial  park  at  Oyster  Point,  and  commercial  development  adjacent  to  the  Bay 
Trail  in  Millbrae  and  BurUngame.  Views  toward  the  APE  are  readily  available  from  waterfront 
locations  with  ground  level  views,  such  as  from  the  Bay  Trail  (Exhibit  F-2,  Photo  1),  and  from  the 
upper  levels  of  buildings,  such  as  hotels  and  businesses.  These  views  are  often  sweeping  and  include 
the  San  Francisco  Bay,  its  shoreline,  surrounding  development,  and  adjacent  hills.  However,  these 
views  are  often  Umited  by  fog  and  haze.  The  Airport  and  the  ATCT  at  Terminal  2  are  an  existing 
visual  element  along  the  waterfront,  and  the  existing  ATCT  appears  as  a  more  prominent,  vertical 
structure  when  viewed  from  closer  versus  farther  distances  in  the  middleground.  There  are  no 
foreground  waterfront  views  available  to  the  public  because  of  SFO's  surrounding  runways. 

Views  are  also  available  from  the  historical  United  States  Coast  Guard  Air  Station  San  Francisco 
(USCG  Station),  which  is  located  along  the  waterfront  just  north  of  SFO.  The  most  direct  views  of 
the  Action  area  are  available  from  the  entry  and  upper  levels  of  the  Rescue  Unit  building  (Exhibit  F- 

2,  Photo  2)  and  from  the  overflow  parking  lot,  both  located  on  the  southern  edge  of  the  L'SCG 
Station.  These  views  include  the  existing  ATCT,  the  tops  of  hangars  and  buildings  associated  with 
SFO,  fencing,  light  posts  rising  above  the  fence  line  in  the  foreground  and  middleground.  and  the 
developed  hills  of  Millbrae  in  the  middleground.  However,  the  majority  of  views  from  other 
locations  on  the  USCG  Station  are  limited  by  the  buildings  and  landscaping  on  the  site,  in  addition  to 
offsite  infrastructure  such  as  screening  fencing  and  buildings  (Exhibit  F-3,  Photos  3  and  4). 

Water-based  views  are  available  from  the  San  Francisco  Bay  and  include  views  from  commercial 
and  recreational  watercraft.  Views  from  watercraft  are  unobstructed,  except  when  fog  and  haze  limit 
views.  Viewers  on  watercraft  generally  take  in  their  surroundings  at  larger  vievs  ing  angles  and. 
therefore,  observe  their  surrounding  landscape  as  a  more  complete  whole.  They  are  less  likely  to 
single  out  a  particular  vantage  unless  there  is  a  unique  focal  point.  Fog  and  haze  also  greatly  limit 
visibility  from  across  the  San  Francisco  Bay,  a  distance  of  approximately  10  miles,  and  views  of  the 
APE  are  normally  not  available  (Exhibit  F-4,  Photo  5). 
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Photo  2:  View  looking  south  toward  the  Area  of  Potential  Effect  from  the  Rescue  Unit  building  entry  near  the  overflow 
parking  lot. 

Source:  ICF  International,  2010. 

Prepared  by:  ICF  International,  February  2011.  Exhibit  F-2 
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Photo  4:  View  looking  south  toward  the  Area  of  Potential  Effect  from  the  U  S  Coast  Guard  Station  visitor  s  parking  near  the 
entry  gate. 

Source:  ICF  International,  2010. 

Prepared  by:  ICF  International,  February  2011  Exhibit  F-3 
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Photo  5:  View  looking  southwest  toward  the  Area  of  Potential  Effect  from  the  San  Leandro  Yacht  Club,  located  on  the  eastern 
shoreline  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay. 


Photo  6:  View  looking  northeast  toward  the  Area  of  Potential  Effect  from  Monterey  Street  at  San  Pablo  Avenue 
Source:  ICF  International,  2010. 
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High  quality  views  are  offered  by  the  sweeping  panoramas  provided  by  the  waterfront.  Human-made 
elements  combine  with  the  natural  beauty  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  and  Santa  Cruz  Mountains  to 
contribute  to  a  setting  that  is  moderately  high  in  vividness,  intactness,  and  unity  to  create  an  overall 
visual  character  that  is  moderately  high. 

1.2         Inland  Views 

Residential,  recreational,  commercial,  and  industrial  land  uses  are  located  inland  from  the  waterfront; 
some  of  these  land  uses  are  located  on  flatter  terrain  and  others  are  elevated  on  the  nearby  hillside. 
There  are  no  views  of  the  APE  from  most  of  these  land  uses,  whether  on  flat  or  elevated  terrain, 
because  fencing,  landscaping,  adjacent  buildings  and  development,  and  infrastructure  act  to  prevent 
views.  Where  views  are  present  from  residential  areas,  they  are  often  limited  by  vegetation, 
buildings,  and  infrastructure  so  that  only  the  upper  levels  of  the  existing  ATCT  are  visible  in  the 
middleground  (Exhibit  F-4,  Photo  6  and  Exhibit  F-5,  Photos  7  and  8).  The  lower  levels  of  the 
existing  ATCT  and  administrative  offices  are  not  visible,  and  the  existing  ATCT  is  not  a  focal  point 
or  prominent  feature  in  these  viewsheds.  From  residential  vantages  on  the  hillside,  there  are 
sweeping  views  over  surrounding  development  and  the  San  Francisco  Bay,  some  of  which  include 
the  existing  ATCT  in  the  middleground  (Exhibit  F-6,  Photo  9).  These  elevated  vantages  are  at  a 
further  distance,  but  sometimes  reveal  more  of  the  buildings  associated  with  SFO,  including  the 
existing  ATCT.  However,  the  existing  ATCT  is  not  a  prominent  feature  or  focal  point  in  the 
viewshed  due  to  the  predominance  of  other  development,  infrastructure,  vegetation,  and  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  in  the  viewshed.  Views  from  recreational  and  commercial  areas  located  inland  are 
similar  to  views  from  residential  areas  in  that  views  of  SFO  are  often  not  available  (Exhibit  F-6, 
Photo  10)  or  are  mostly  Umited  by  vegetation,  surrounding  development,  and  infrastructure  (Exhibit 
F-7,  Photos  11  and  12).  Fog  and  haze  also  act  to  commonly  limit  or  lessen  views  of  SFO  from 
inland  areas. 

Vantages  from  different  points  at  the  Airport  also  have  views  of  the  APE.  These  views  are  readily 
available  from  the  AirTram  lines  that  take  passengers  to  and  from  the  Airport  (Exhibit  F-8,  Photo 
13),  from  the  concourse  roadway  (Exhibit  F-8,  Photo  14),  from  certain  locations  in  the  terminals,  and 
from  public-restricted  areas,  such  as  the  hangars,  ramp  areas,  taxiways,  and  runways.  These  views 
include  the  existing  Airport  buildings,  terminals,  and  ATCTs.  Construction  elements  are  a  common 
visual  feature  in  the  landscape  due  to  the  ongoing  Terminal  2  renovation. 

Views  of  SFO  from  the  State  scenic  highway,  1-280,  and  the  Juan  Bautista  de  Anza  National  Historic 
Trail  (i.e.,  El  Camino  Real)  are  generally  not  available  due  to  development,  vegetation,  and  sound 
barriers.  A  few  views  are  available  where  gaps  in  vegetation  or  development  exist,  such  as  near  the 
Millbrae  Avenue  exit  off  of  1-280  and  off  of  El  Camino  Real  near  the  Orchard  Highway  Supply 
store,  as  shown  in  Exhibit  F-7,  Photo  12. 

Views  inland  from  the  waterfront  are  generally  of  moderate  quality.  While  sweeping  panoramas  of 
the  San  Francisco  Bay  and  waterfront  are  offered  in  some  locations,  most  views  are  limited  to  the 
immediate  surroundings.  These  immediate  views  consist  of  human-made  elements  such  as  buildings 
and  infrastructure,  characteristic  of  an  area  that  is  highly  developed.  However,  the  overall  \  isual 
quality  is  improved  because  of  vegetation  and  landscaping,  historical  architecture  in  \anous 
locations,  and  because  views  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  are  present.  All  of  these  factors  contribute  to  a 
setting  that  is  moderate  in  vividness,  intactness,  and  unity  to  create  an  overall  visual  character  that  is 
moderate. 
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Photo  8:  View  looking  northeast  toward  the  Area  of  Potential  Effect  from  Hemlock  Avenue  at  Hermosa  Avenue 


Source:  ICF  International,  2010. 
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Photo  9:  View  looking  northeast  toward  the  Area  of  Potential  Effect  from  the  Helen  Drive  near  Tioga  Drive. 


Photo  10:  View  looking  southeast  toward  the  Area  of  Potential  Effect  from  7th  Avenue  Park 


Source:  ICF  International,  2010. 
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Photo  11;  View  looking  southeast  toward  the  Area  of  Potential  Effect  from  Lions  Gate  Park. 


Photo  12:  View  looking  northeast  toward  the  Area  of  Potential  Effect  from  the  Orchard  Supply  Hardware  store,  located  oH  of 

El  Camino  Real. 


Source:  ICF  International,  2010. 
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Photo  13:  View  looking  southeast  toward  the  Area  of  Potential  Effect  from  the  SFO  AirTran  Blue  Line 


Photo  14:  View  looking  northeast  toward  Terminal  2  from  the  terminal  roadway. 


Source:  ICF  International,  2010. 
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II.         Viewer  Groups  and  Viewer  Response 

2.1  Residents 

Residents  in  the  vicinity  of  the  APE  are  located  on  flatter  terrain,  in  closer  proximity  to  SFO,  and  on 
the  elevated  hillsides  of  the  Santa  Cruz  Mountains,  further  west.  Residents  are  familiar  with  the 
developed  nature  of  their  surroundings,  but  are  likely  to  have  a  high  regard  for  views  of  the  hills  and 
San  Francisco  Bay.  Because  they  live  in  the  area,  residents  have  the  longest  viewing  times  of  the 
vicinity  and  would  tend  to  have  a  higher  sense  of  ownership  of  views.  Therefore,  residents  are 
considered  to  have  moderately  high  sensitivity  to  changes  in  the  viewshed  because  of  their  prolonged 
exposure  to  such  views  and  value  placed  on  views  associated  with  the  San  Francisco  Bay  and  hills. 

2.2  Recreationists 

Recreational  users  view  the  APE  from  the  San  Francisco  Bay  and  cities  surrounding  the  APE. 
Recreational  uses  consist  of  walking,  running,  jogging,  and  bicycling  along  the  waterfront  and  inland 
parks,  frails,  sidewalks,  and  roadways.  Users  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay,  Bay  Trail,  and  parks  along 
the  waterfront  are  likely  to  seek  out  sweeping  views  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  and  areas  along  the 
shoreline.  Waterway  users  have  differing  views,  based  on  their  location  in  the  landscape,  and  are 
accustomed  to  variations  in  the  level  of  industrial,  commercial,  and  recreational  activities  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  APE.  Most  recreationists  in  the  vicinity  are  moving  around  in  the  landscape  and  are 
not  in  one  area  for  extended  periods  of  time.  However,  viewer  sensitivity  is  moderately  high  among 
recreationists  because  they  are  more  likely  to  place  high  value  on  the  natural  environment,  appreciate 
the  visual  experience,  and  be  more  sensitive  to  changes  in  views. 

2.3  Commercial  and  Industrial 

Commercial  and  industrial  viewers  have  semi-permanent  views  from  their  respective  facilities. 
Situated  in  different  locations  throughout  the  area,  these  facilities'  views  range  from  limited  views  of 
the  foreground  to  sweeping  views  out  to  the  middleground  and  background  from  higher  elevations. 
Employees  and  pafrons  of  these  facilities  are  hkely  to  be  highly  occupied  with  their  work  activities  or 
tasks  at  hand.  Because  of  their  limited  viewing  times  and  focus  on  tasks  at  hand,  this  viewer  group  is 
considered  to  have  moderately  low  sensitivity  to  changes  in  views. 

2.4  Roadway  Travelers 

Travelers  use  roadways  at  varying  speeds;  normal  highway  and  roadway  speeds  differ  based  on  the 
fraveler's  famiharity  with  the  route  and  roadway  conditions  (i.e.,  presence/absence  of  rain  or  fog). 
Single  views  typically  are  of  short  duration,  except  on  straighter  stretches  where  views  last  slightly 
longer.  Viewers  who  frequently  travel  these  routes  generally  possess  low  visual  sensitivity  to  their 
surroundings.  The  passing  landscape  becomes  familiar  to  these  viewers,  and  their  attention  typically 
is  not  focused  on  the  passing  views  but  on  the  roadway,  roadway  signs,  and  surrounding  tratTic. 
Viewers  who  fravel  local  routes  for  their  scenic  quality  generally  possess  a  moderately  low  visual 
sensitivity  to  their  surroundings  because  they  are  likely  to  respond  to  the  natural  en\  ironment  witli  a 
higher  regard  and  as  a  holistic  visual  experience,  yet  would  still  be  focused  on  the  road  and  drn  ing 
safely. 

2.5  San  Francisco  International  Airport 

Viewers  at  SFO  include  employees  working  at  the  airport  and  other  businesses  at  the  SFO  complex, 
people  dropping  off  or  picking  up  passengers,  and  airline  passengers  arriving  and  departing.  .Ml 
employees  are  accustomed  to  the  Airport  environs  and  visual  landscape.  Workers  arc  focused  on 
their  tasks  at  hand  and  are  familiar  with  Airport  expansion  and  renovation,  including  the  asstviated 
construction.  People  picking  up  or  dropping  off  passengers  only  have  brief  views  of  the  surrounding 
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environment,  because  such  events  often  occur  over  a  period  of  a  few  minutes.  Passengers  are  only  at 
the  Airport  for  a  short  period  of  time,  and  once  inside  the  terminal,  their  views  to  areas  outside  are 
limited  by  orientation  of  the  terminals  and  intervening  structures.  While  waiting  for  a  flight,  most 
passengers  tend  to  occupy  their  time  eating,  reading,  making  phone  calls,  or  using  the  computer,  and 
most  do  not  put  a  great  deal  of  focus  of  views  outside.  Furthermore,  the  majority  of  views  available 
to  passengers  occur  upon  landing  and  take-off  and  are  often  limited  to  those  sitting  in  window  seats. 
Because  of  these  reasons,  SFO  viewers  have  low  visual  sensitivity  to  changes  in  views. 
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